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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. WEBSTER of Florida).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 18, 2016.

I hereby appoint the Honorable DANIEL
WEBSTER, to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

PAUL D. RYAN,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 5, 2016, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 1 hour and each Member
other than the majority and minority
leaders and the minority whip limited
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de-
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

————

VETERANS EQUAL ACCESS
AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
one of the great tragedies of our time
is our failure to adequately deal with
the needs of our veterans returning
home from Iraq and Afghanistan. We
sent over 2 million brave men and
women to fight under very difficult cir-
cumstances, to say the very Ileast.
While I was convinced from the begin-
ning that the war was a tremendous

mistake, that is all the more reason
that we should work to protect those
veterans as they return home with
wounds that are both visible and, in
some cases, unseen.

It is no secret that these returning
veterans have placed quite a strain on
our VA facilities, which coincides with
a national opioid epidemic. Prescrip-
tion painkillers steal the lives of 78
Americans every day. Over 20,000 were
killed last year, and it often leads to
heroin addiction if their supply of
opioid pills is interrupted.

As veterans with PTSD, chronic pain,
and any number of ailments are look-
ing for relief, lethal opioid overdoses
among VA patients are almost twice
the national average. We are doing
something wrong. This is at a time
when the overwhelming number of vet-
erans say to me that marijuana has re-
duced PTSD symptoms and their de-
pendency on addictive opioids. Yet the
VA official policy prevents their doc-
tors who know them best from talking
to our veterans about this, even in
States where it is legal.

In 24 States, the District of Colum-
bia, and Guam, medical marijuana at
the recommendation of a physician is
legal. In those States, it is often used
as an alternative to the addictive
opioids to treat chronic pain. Fourteen
States allow for medical marijuana to
treat PTSD. Yet, veterans who are
seeking relief from something that has
proven to make a difference for many
of their peers cannot get help from
their VA doctor, even in States where
medical marijuana is legal.

This is outrageous. It is time for us
to acknowledge our debt to those vet-
erans and allow their personal VA phy-
sician, the doctor who knows them
best, to be able to consult with them
about medical marijuana in accordance
with State law.

My amendment doesn’t authorize the
possession or use of marijuana at VA
facilities, but it would allow physicians

to treat the whole patient and to give
them their best advice. We should not
force our veterans to go to another
doctor and pay for the service out of
their own pocket with somebody who
doesn’t know them as well as their own
doctor.

I would strongly hope that my col-
leagues would vote in favor of the Vet-
erans Equal Access amendment in the
MILCON-VA bill coming forward
today. These men and women who have
done so much for us and come home
seeking help in dealing with health and
coping with their return deserve our
best. Forcing the VA to turn a blind
eye to a potential useful therapy—
something that is perfectly legal in
their State—is not just shortsighted; I
think it is cruel and unfair.

I have listened to the many stories of
veterans who have found that medical
marijuana has made a huge difference
in their return, recovery, and readjust-
ment. Importantly, it doesn’t subject
them to the danger of being part of the
opioid epidemic that has been visited
upon our veterans.

We can help stop the tragedy of VA
veterans dying of opioid overdoses at
nearly twice the rate of the rest of the
population by at least allowing their
doctors to work with them, considering
medical marijuana as an alternative
therapy.

COMMENDING THE SERVICE OF
LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON) for 5
minutes.

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to commend
the service of law enforcement officers
not only in Pennsylvania’s Fifth Con-
gressional District, but across Pennsyl-
vania and the entire United States. As
this week is National Police Week, it is
especially important that we recognize
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the sacrifices of these men and women,
especially those who have given their
lives in the line of duty.

Over the weekend, as part of Na-
tional Police Week, communities
across the country observed Peace Offi-
cers Memorial Day. This observation
was created in 1962 by President John
F. Kennedy to pay special recognition
to those law enforcement officers who
have lost their lives while providing for
the safety and the protection of others.

Last year, five police officers lost
their lives in Pennsylvania: Officer
Lloyd Reed in Westmoreland County,
Patrolman John Wilding of Scranton,
Lieutenant Eric Eslary of Westmore-
land County, Detective Paul Koropal of
Allegheny County, and Sergeant Rob-
ert Wilson IIT of Philadelphia. I know
that I join my fellow members of the
Pennsylvania House delegation in say-
ing that their service to our Common-
wealth will not be forgotten.
RECOGNIZING THE RETIREMENT OF VENANGO

COUNTY CHIEF CLERK/COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

DENISE JONES

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to recognize
the service of Denise Jones, who is the
chief clerk and county administrator
for Venango County, located in Penn-
sylvania’s Fifth Congressional District.
After nearly 39 years of work for the
county, Denise plans to retire next
month.

She started in the 1970s with Venango
County, and Denise has served in a
number of different capacities. Those
include as a human services planner, as
an administrative assistant, as an em-
ployee relations manager, and then fi-
nally moving into the role of chief
clerk and county administrator in 1993.

In addition to her service with the
county, Denise serves on a number of
boards dedicated to her community, in-
cluding as board chair of the Northwest
Hospital Foundation, which is dedi-
cated to providing high-quality health
care for the residents of the Venango
County area.

Mr. Speaker, I am always proud to
talk about the local officials who are
making a difference in their commu-
nities, dedicating their service to im-
proving the lives of people in their
communities. I know that Denise Jones
is one of those people, and I wish her
the best of luck in her retirement.

————
THE DUI REPORTING ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. COHEN) for 5 minutes.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the DUI Reporting
Act, a bill which I filed yesterday with
my Judiciary Committee colleague,
STEVE CHABOT of Ohio. If enacted, this
bill would plug a glaring hole in our
Nation’s drunk driving laws that en-
ables repeat offenders to be tried as
first-time offenders, and repeat offend-
ers are the ones most likely to cause
serious accidents and death.

Currently, when police make a driv-
ing-under-the-influence arrest, they
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don’t always have access to informa-
tion about all of the driver’s previous
DUI convictions or arrests. The reason
is because not all agencies report DUI
arrests and/or convictions to the Na-
tional Crime Information Center,
known as the NCIC. That is the na-
tional crime database that is made in-
stantly available to police and law en-
forcement right in their patrol cars.

The consequences of this lack of re-
porting can prove tragic. Last year,
there was an awful, awful accident, a
crash in northern Mississippi just out-
side of my district. Two teenage girls,
Maddie Kruse and Rachel Lynch, were
headed out of Memphis on the way to a
vacation. Their grandmother was driv-
ing the car. At about 6:30 in the morn-
ing, a man who had registered .17 at
6:30 in the morning hit their vehicle
and Kkilled Maddie and Rachel. This
man had accrued seven DUI charges
since 2008 but had been allowed to
plead guilty five times to DUI first. He
represented himself and had five first-
offense DUI convictions. Mississippi
didn’t have a system and still doesn’t
have a system to require those repor-
tages.

This story broke my heart and, I be-
lieve, the hearts of everybody in the
Midsouth who read about it.

This was a drunk driver who should
have been in jail serving time off the
road or have received treatment. The
reason he wasn’t, according to local in-
vestigations, is because none of his DUI
history had been reported to the NCIC
and was not available to the highway
patrolman. When that patrolman ran
his driving record in the national data-
base, his past DUI convictions never
showed up because they weren’t re-
ported.

This is shameful in this day and age.
This information should be reported so
that law enforcement can get access to
it and get drunk drivers off the road
and save lives like Maddie’s and Ra-
chel’s. Our bill would make that hap-
pen by creating a financial incentive
for States to require DUI arrests and
convictions to be reported to the NCIC
and, therefore, available to law en-
forcement.

The bill is bipartisan. It has the sup-
port of people throughout the country;
but in Memphis, Billy Bond, at the
Prosecutor’s Office, worked on this for
a while and tried to get laws like this
passed. We have had a good response
from MADD.

This bill will save lives. Mr. Speaker,
I urge my colleagues to pass it quickly.

———

NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL-
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Chair recognizes the gentleman
Illinois (Mr. BoST) for 5 minutes.

Mr. BOST. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to bring attention to a matter of na-
tional security. Over the last several
months, the National Geospatial-Intel-
ligence Agency, or NGA, has been con-
sidering locations for its new Western
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headquarters. The agency, which col-
lects and analyzes satellite maps in
support of warfighters, has outgrown
its current location in St. Louis.

With construction of the new NGA-
West facility scheduled to begin next
year, the question is: Where? There are
two sites under consideration. One is in
north St. Louis. The other is in St.
Clair County, Illinois, next to Scott
Air Force Base.

This site, which I have a chart of, is
shovel ready. It is 182 acres of undevel-
oped land with room to expand. It is
free of cost to the American taxpayers,
with the county ready to hand over the
deed to the NGA.

To help make their decision, the
NGA enlisted the help of the Army
Corps of Engineers to study the envi-
ronmental impact. Unfortunately, we
have found that the Army Corps of En-
gineers’ Environmental Impact State-
ment is deeply flawed. The report is
filled with errors, omissions, and un-
derestimated risks. It is clear that the
Army Corps did not provide an accu-
rate accounting of the facts. The result
is that the NGA announced plans last
month to relocate to north St. Louis.
Before that decision becomes final on
June 2, I am here to set the record
straight.

To the right of this chart, you will
see St. Clair County, Illinois. This is
the site under consideration by the
NGA. However, the Army Corps of En-
gineers’ report included data related to
St. Clair County, Missouri, and St.
Clair County, Michigan. One is 263
miles away from the actual site, and
the other is 580 miles away from the
actual site. The report also highlighted
a river that isn’t even in southern Illi-
nois.

When alerted to these embarrassing
errors, the Army Corps of Engineers
failed to correct them. Considering
that the NGA is a mapping agency,
maybe they could teach the Army
Corps of Engineers how to read one.

Now, let’s look at the impact on mis-
sion security and public safety. Clear-
ly, a DOD mapping agency would be a
prime target for those who wish to do
harm against this agency. This chart
shows evacuation zones if either loca-
tion were attacked by a car bomb.
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You can see that St. Clair County has
ample setback to protect local resi-
dents and the site itself. The north St.
Louis site, obviously, does not.

We now know that security was a top
criteria for placement of the new NGA.
We know that force protection stand-
ards have traditionally led to co-
locating with existing military instal-
lations. So why are the standards being
ignored for this facility?

Let’s look at the facts. We have al-
ready talked about the NGA belongs in
St. Clair County. We have already
talked about mission security. We
talked about public safety, and we saw
the difference in the blast zones.

St. Clair County is the right choice
for taxpayers. The Army Corps claims
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the St. Clair County site would be 20
percent more expensive, but they
haven’t even completed studies of the
north St. Louis site. St. Clair County is
shovel-ready now. North St. Louis is
not.

Every year that we delay this, it adds
$40 million to the cost to this budget.
St. Clair County has been proactive
and transparent with the environ-
mental studies. North St. Louis hasn’t
even conducted its full analysis. The
north St. Louis site has significant un-
knowns, including reports of hazardous
waste and potential contamination
from cold war era testing. How can this
decision be made without answers to
these very serious and health-related
questions?

In terms of recruiting the next gen-
eration, Scott Air Force Base attracts
the best of the best. Thousands of
millennials work at Scott Air Force
Base, and many already have their se-
curity clearance. Finally, St. Clair
County has the roadways, railways,
and infrastructure to make NGA a suc-
cess. North St. Louis will need to seize
land through eminent domain and then
create a network we already have in
place.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the NGA is
making a terrible mistake that could
have serious consequences. They didn’t
have the correct data. Before this deci-
sion is made final, the people deserve
the truth. Not just the people of St.
Clair County, not just the people of
north St. Louis, but we, the United
States citizens.

That is why I have called for a full
investigation by the Inspector Gen-
eral’s Office.

———————

WATER AND DROUGHT IN
CALIFORNIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ) for 5
minutes.

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, this week, we rec-
ognize infrastructure week, where we
highlight infrastructure development
in our country and its importance to
our districts.

Now, we might think that infrastruc-
ture isn’t very important, but we de-
pend on it in all aspects of our daily
lives. Developed roads and bridges help
to take our children to school or to
take our kids to our national parks.
Our bridges, dams, and water are the
infrastructure that help to produce en-
ergy and provide us with clean drink-
ing water. Broadband infrastructure
ensures that everyone has access to
learning and to information.

But, unfortunately, our infrastruc-
ture is deteriorating at an alarming
rate. The American Society of Civil
Engineers estimates that our crum-
bling infrastructure is costing each of
us, each family, $3,400 a year of our dis-
posable income. When we take into
consideration the increasingly high
cost of living, for example, in Orange

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

County, California, where I live, then
we see that our families are, once
again, footing a bill, and yet we are not
making the investment that we need.
In fact, the United States spends sig-
nificantly less of its GDP than most
developing countries for our national
infrastructure.

Unfortunately, this lack of invest-
ment is apparent throughout our coun-
try. We saw it in Flint, Michigan.
When infrastructure fails to provide
clean water, our communities suffer. In
my home State of California, Porter
Ranch, California, a massive gas leak
released 100,000 tons of methane gas
into the air. These failed pipelines
reach back to the 1950s.

With respect to our roads, the De-
partment of Transportation found that
nearly 68 percent of California’s roads
are in poor or mediocre condition, and
almost 30 percent of California’s
bridges have been recognized as struc-
turally deficient.

As California enters its fourth year
of a drought, we are seeing just how
crucial water infrastructure dollars
can be during times of turmoil.

So, Mr. Speaker, we have to look no
further than my home district to see
the positive effects of investing in in-
frastructure to help our communities.
Since I was elected to the Congress al-
most 20 years ago, the very first
project that I championed was building
a large factory, the largest in the
world, to reclaim our water, to recycle
our water, and it is the world’s largest
advanced reclamation project. Today,
that project has recycled nearly 188 bil-
lion gallons of water, and it really con-
tinues to be the flagship of water recy-
cling.

I have also fought to bring high-speed
rail to California and led sending a let-
ter to President Obama urging invest-
ment in the project, which will bring
increased commercial and leisure trav-
el.

With respect to transit, I recently led
a letter from the California delegation
asking for $3.2 billion to fund the Cap-
ital Investment Grant Program, a pro-
gram which funds projects all the way
from northern to southern California.
The Capital Investment Grants will
help fund projects in my district, like
the Orange County Streetcar, which in-
creases transportation transit through
my area so people get out of their cars,
we protect the environment, and we
move people more efficiently.

Mr. Speaker, this Congress needs to
get its act together and invest in infra-
structure.

———————

WE NEED A PRO-GROWTH AGENDA
TO RAISE WAGES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PERRY) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Speaker, Wendy’s,
one of the world’s largest fast-food
chains, plans to replace human employ-
ees with automated self-service kiosks
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in many of its 6,500 restaurants around
the country and around the world in an
effort to counteract minimum wage
hikes throughout the United States. I
don’t blame Wendy’s at all. They can
either react or they can close up their
doors, and then no one will be working.

The economics on the issue are pret-
ty clear. Wendy’s is doing what they
have to do to survive, and others will
certainly follow suit. They will adapt,
or they will be gone.

When the government unnecessarily
and unilaterally increases the cost of
labor and imposes it on the job cre-
ators, the jobs are probably going to be
replaced through automation and tech-
nological advancement. This is nothing
new. This technology is not new.
Wendy’s could have done this a long
time ago if they just wanted to maxi-
mize their profits, as every single cor-
poration in America seems to be ac-
cused of doing these days. But these
are the job creators. These are the job
makers. They have chosen now because
they have no other choice.

Many people say that this is an arti-
ficial wage and that it actually dis-
courages employment and distorts the
market. Well, here is the proof. This is
exactly what is happening. And don’t
blame Wendy’s. They are trying to sur-
vive in a 2 percent economy.

Mr. Speaker, let’s not lock out mil-
lions of people from their entry-level
employment. I am a person who
worked for less than minimum wage.
One time I asked my boss at the time,
I said: “Do I make minimum wage?”’
And he said: ‘““No, you are not worth
it.” I was just barely in high school. I
didn’t have much to offer, except a
strong back and showing up on time
with a good attitude, and he paid me
for that, and I worked my way up.

The squeeze on the middle class is
real. It is painful for tens of millions of
anxiety-ridden Americans who don’t
know whether they are going to have a
job, even though it might be their
entry-level job. It might be the job
that they could get in a 2 percent econ-
omy.

Some people say that we are just
transferring the jobs to those who will
build kiosks or robots. Well, I have got
to tell you, folks, I suspect that those
jobs are not minimum wage jobs, so
that is not going to be of much help.
And, oh, by the way, I suspect they
won’t be in your hometown where your
Wendy’s is. So if you have got a job
there and it is going to be displaced or
replaced with one building a kiosk, un-
less you are planning to move to where
they are building that, that is not
going to be of much solace or help to
your family.

What this country needs is a pro-
growth agenda to help raise everyone’s
wages to provide the opportunity for
everyone to get started somewhere and
then move up, just like I did, without
hurting the people already struggling
to get by. What we don’t need is more
liberal, wrong-headed, unilateral, ideo-
logical-driven government regulation
that destroys our jobs and livelihoods.
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GUN VIOLENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. SPEIER) for 5 minutes.

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, since 1970,
more Americans have died from domes-
tic gun violence than in every war
since the American Revolution. If all of
the victims of gun violence since 1970
were put on a wall, like the Vietnam
Veterans Memorial, it would contain
1.5 million names and stretch 2% miles.
That is 25 times as long as the actual
Vietnam Veterans Memorial.

Congress is quick to offer moments of
silence for some mass shootings, ignore
most of them, and then proceed to do
nothing else, except remain silent.

Each month that we are in session, I
will read the names of every person
killed in a mass shooting during the
previous month. I have also created my
own memorial wall in the hallway out-
side of my office.

Here are the stories of the victims
killed in the 41 mass shootings in April
of this year. There have been so many
people this month affected by mass
shootings that I don’t have time to list
the injured, just those who were killed.
Here are those who were killed:

Anpha Nguyen, 31, and Jerry Nguyen,
24, were Kkilled inside a restaurant
owned by their uncle on April 1 in Al-
buquerque, New Mexico.

Jaime Wilson, 24, and Keiwuan Mur-
ray, 18, were killed on April 5 in St.
Augustine, Florida. Jamie was holding
her 2-month-old baby at the time.

Davon Jones, 17, was killed on April
14 in Orange, New Jersey.

Gino Nicolas, 24, and Tanya Monique
Skeen, 46, were killed outside a house
on April 16 in Orlando, Florida. Gino
was the leader of the Orlando chapter
of My Brother’s Keeper, where he
mentored at-risk youth.

An unidentified 27-year-old man was
killed on a sidewalk on April 16 in De-
troit, Michigan.

Edwin Laboy, 46, an unidentified
man, and an unidentified woman, were
killed on April 17 in Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania.

Jaxmany Jazan Montes, 29, was
killed inside a nightclub on April 17 in
Edinburg, Texas. He is survived by his
wife and two children.

Delhaun Jackson, 19, was Kkilled in
broad daylight on April 18 in Long
Beach, California. Delhaun had a 1-
year-old child, shown in this picture,
and he was looking forward to his very
first Father’s Day.

Damond Dawson, 23, was killed while
filming a music video in a park on
April 19 in Chicago, Illinois.

Natalie Srinivasan, 35, and her chil-
dren, Siena, 5, and MJ, 2, were killed
by their husband and father on April 19
in Katy, Texas.

Jason Napoles, 18, was Kkilled in a
parked car with his friends on April 19
in Chicago, Illinois.

Eight family members were killed on
April 22 in Piketon, Ohio. They were
Christopher Rhoden, 40; his ex-wife
Dana Rhoden, 37; their three children,
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Clarence Rhoden, 20; Hanna Rhoden, 19;
and Chris Rhoden, Jr., 16. Also killed
were Chris Sr.’s brother, Kenneth
Rhoden, 44; their cousin, Gary Rhoden,
38; and Clarence’s fiance, Hannah
Gilley, 20.

Rheba Mae Dent, 85; Roosevelt Burns,
75; Keila Clark, 31; Shelly Williams, 62;
and Lizzy Williams, 59, were killed on
April 22 in Appling, Georgia. They were
killed after the shooter’s wife asked for
a divorce.

Recco Cobb, 43; Jadarrion Spinks, 25;
and Roderick Nelms, 32, were killed at
a home on April 23 in Auburn, Ala-
bama.

Angelo Barboza, 15, was Kkilled on
April 23 in Las Vegas, Nevada. Mo-
ments before, he had texted his mother
saying he loved her and would see her
soon.
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Davon Barrett, 38, and Devin Hamb,
27, were killed on April 24, in Chicago.
They were at a memorial service for
Davon’s brother, who died from gun vi-
olence in 2009.

Carolyn Ann Sanders, 59, her daugh-
ter, Marquita Hill, 32, and Kenneth
Cornelious Loggins, 32, were killed by
Marquita’s ex on April 27 in Mont-
gomery County, Mississippi.

Joanne Woods, 49, was killed on April
27 in Forestville, Maryland.

Leco Cole, 38, was killed in a house
on April 27 in Baton Rouge, Louisiana.

Members, these were lives taken un-
necessarily. May the dead rest in
peace, the wounded recover quickly
and completely, and the bereaved find
comfort.

I urge my colleagues to stop being si-
lent, and let’s do something to stop the
rampage.

———————

THE FALSE PROMISES OF
SOCIALISM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) for 5 minutes.

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, people all over the country
are moving from the high tax States to
the low tax States. This is great for my
home State of Tennessee. Almost half
the people I represent have moved from
someplace else; but it is not great for
the country as a whole, and we will
face many problems in the future if the
high tax States do not start lowering
their taxes and start trying to keep
more of their people at home.

New York in the 1970s had 43 Mem-
bers of the House. Now it has 27 Mem-
bers. After the 2010 Census, each Mem-
ber was supposed to represent between
705,000 and 710,000 people. While, in the
1970s, congressional districts had much
lower populations than now, if New
York had had the average growth of
most States, it would have had about
11 million more people than it now has.

Cities and States throughout the
Northeast and the Midwest have been
losing populations or have been having
growth lower than in most other States
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for many years. Last year, a man from
New Jersey told me his property taxes
on a 2,800-square-foot house were
$13,000. Plus, they had State income
tax on top of that. I told him the taxes
on a similar-sized house in east Ten-
nessee would probably be between
$2,000 and $2,500, and there would be no
State income tax on top.

Almost every week, when I am home
in Tennessee, someone tells me a story
about how high the taxes are in the
States they have moved from. Of
course, it will be good for the young
people of Tennessee if our legislators
keep taxes low and if people would
keep moving there, because many new
jobs will be created.

An example of the problems, though,
that high taxes have created in the
States can be seen in Michigan’s Flint
water crisis. When taxes become too
high, first, upper-income residents
move out, then upper-middle, then, fi-
nally, middle-income. Then cities are
left with a very low tax base. The pres-
sures are greatest to pay the teachers,
the policemen, and the firefighters
first. The water infrastructure under-
ground is out of sight, out of mind, and
is often neglected. Flint has lost al-
most half of its population since the
1970s, as have many cities, large and
small, throughout the high tax States
of the Northeast and the Midwest. We
are going to send a boatload of money
to Flint because of all the publicity it
has received, but we cannot do that for
every city and county in all of the high
tax States.

I read a few days ago that Galesburg,
Illinois, leaders are telling citizens to
drink only bottled water. It is not fair
to my taxpayers in Tennessee, where
we have acted in fiscally responsible
ways and have kept our taxes low, to
have to now bail out all of the cities
and counties and even States that have
acted in fiscally irresponsible ways. Of
course, the problems these wasteful, ir-
responsible, high tax areas that keep
driving people out will be seen not just
with infrastructure, but all across the
board—in education, in law enforce-
ment, and in other areas. Puerto Rico
is in big trouble now. Many people say
Illinois is next.

I urge the high tax States all over
the country to start drastically low-
ering their taxes. While this exodus of
people from these States has been very
good for States like Tennessee, it will
not be good for the Nation as a whole
in the long run if it continues. It
should also serve as a lesson or as a
warning that almost every city or
State in this Nation and almost every
country around the world that has had
liberal, leftwing, big spending, high tax
leadership is in serious financial trou-
ble.

Every young person who seems to be
attracted to the false promises of so-
cialism should look at Cuba, where de-
spite hundreds of miles of beautiful
oceanfront property and a wealth of in-
terior natural resources, the average
salary is $24 a month. They should also
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look at Venezuela, which has more oil
than Saudi Arabia has. Their economy
is in shambles, and children are dying
because they can’t get food and med-
ical treatment.

That is what socialism gives the peo-
ple, Mr. Speaker.

—————

THE STATE OF HOMELESSNESS IN
AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. MAXINE WATERS) for 5
minutes.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I rise because I am deeply
concerned about the homelessness cri-
sis that is plaguing our country.

Homelessness affects the very fabric
of our communities, and it degrades
the values upon which our country was
built. Every American has the right to
safe, decent, and affordable housing;
but according to the latest estimates,
nearly 600,000 Americans are currently
homeless, over 83,000 of whom are
chronically homeless and nearly 130,000
of whom are children who are under
the age of 18, and these numbers are in-
creasing in some of our major cities.
Sadly, in my own hometown, in Los
Angeles, homelessness increased by a
staggering 20 percent between 2014 and
2015, and it continues to rise.

But this is not just about the num-
bers. When I visit our homeless neigh-
bors on Skid Row in Los Angeles, I see
how these Americans are facing chron-
ic mental and physical problems that
make it even harder to rehabilitate
their lives. When I speak to families
that are dealing with homelessness, I
see the toll this housing insecurity is
taking on their children, who can’t
concentrate in school because they are
sleeping in cars at night.

There is a solution to this problem,
Mr. Speaker. We just need the political
will and resources. That is why earlier
this year I introduced comprehensive
legislation to provide the resources we
need to truly end homelessness in
America.

My bill, H.R. 4888, the Ending Home-
lessness Act of 2016, would provide over
$13 billion over 5 years to strengthen
programs and initiatives that will help
us end homelessness in this country.
The money will help to create approxi-
mately 410,000 units of housing to end
homelessness for the estimated 407,000
homeless households in the country.
This includes permanent supportive
housing for the chronically homeless,
for Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher
units, and deeply affordable units
through the National Housing Trust
Fund.

My bill would also provide the re-
sources to increase the number of out-
reach workers on the streets, working
with homeless populations. Further-
more, my bill would provide technical
assistance to help States and localities
align their health and housing systems.

Mr. Speaker, the Department of
Housing and Urban Development has
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reported that major progress toward
ending homelessness in this country
has virtually stalled without new fund-
ing. So there is a real need to invest in
our Federal housing programs and to
support our local service providers who
are on the streets helping the homeless
every day.

Passing H.R. 4888 would be an invest-
ment that would pay dividends in the
long run. Research has shown that
when we provide housing to chronically
homeless individuals, the cost to the
taxpayer is significantly less than if we
allowed them to remain homeless. For
example, Los Angeles County’s Project
50 found that providing permanent sup-
portive housing to 50 chronically home-
less individuals saved the county close
to $250,000 over 2 years. Similar results
have been found in other major cities
as well as in small cities and in rural
areas alike.

But this isn’t just about the cost or
the savings, Mr. Speaker. It is about
recognizing the crisis that we face as a
Nation and having an honest conversa-
tion about what we really need to do to
put an end to homelessness.

We are the richest country in the
world, and every person should have
access to safe, decent, and affordable
housing. This should be a bipartisan
issue. We must, all of us, Democrats
and Republicans, work together to fi-
nally end homelessness in this country
once and for all.

Mr. Speaker and Members, I will be
on this floor every chance I get to force
the real debate and the real conversa-
tion about this crisis that we are con-
fronted with in America. We cannot
continue to walk past homeless, help-
less, mentally ill, physically ill home-
less people on the streets and pretend
we don’t see them. They are there. It is
unconscionable that we allow this
homelessness to continue to grow and
to be on our streets.

In Los Angeles, when you go to so-
called Skid Row, we have people on the
streets who are lined all the way up to
the steps of City Hall.

Elected officials, ministers, commu-
nity organizations, let’s get together
with our legislators, let’s pass H.R.
4888, and stop the homelessness in
America.

————

ECONOMIC, RETIREMENT, AND
NATIONAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) for 5 min-
utes.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, this
morning, I want to discuss the issue of
security with my colleagues—economic
security, retirement security, and na-
tional security—three issues that prob-
ably right now in my conversations
with constituents is what we hear the
most about.

Let’s 1look at the picture of economic
security, or the lack thereof, that ex-
ists in our country and in our commu-
nities.
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What I hear from my constituents is
that the 5 percent unemployment rate
is indeed misleading because over 90
million Americans have dropped out of
the workforce. They are losing hope
and are unemployed. The Obama mal-
aise, as I have constituents who like to
term it, has created a workforce par-
ticipation rate of 62.8 percent. Now, I
want you to think about that. Of the
eligible adults who are ready for the
workforce, 62.8 percent have a job and
are able to work. That is the worst
level since the Carter administration.

Our GDP is declining. Our economy
grew at only half of a percent—half of
a percent in the first quarter of 2016.
That is lower than a 1.4 percent expan-
sion in the previous period, according
to the Bureau of Economic Analysis.
President Obama had a chance to cre-
ate 40,000 jobs, and he took a pass on it.
He vetoed the Keystone pipeline so
that he could cement his legacy and
stature as a liberal icon.

The American people are tired of
being broke; they are tired of work per-
mits that go to illegal aliens; and they
are tired of $19.2 trillion in Federal
debt. We need to get the government
off the backs and out of the pocket-
books of the American people. It is
time to loosen regulations and lower
taxes.

The issue of retirement security
comes up so often in the conversations
I have, especially with women, and it is
important to note what is happening
with Social Security and Medicare.
The Social Security retirement trust
fund is set to run out of money by the
year 2034. That is not that far away.
According to the Tax Foundation,
under the current wage indexing for-
mula, benefits are projected to climb
by more than 150 percent, in real
terms, over the next 75 years.

I have introduced H.R. 603, the Sav-
ings for Seniors Act, which establishes
within the Federal Old-Age and Sur-
vivors Insurance Trust Fund a Social
Security Surplus Protection Account
to hold the Social Security surplus and
prohibit it from being spent. Medicare
has to be addressed as well. It is sup-
posed to run out of money and be insol-
vent by 2030. We must make sure that
seniors are secure, and we have to
make certain that the money they
have already paid into the system,
they are able to receive.

On the national security front, Presi-
dent Obama’s very, very timid foreign
policy has emboldened our enemies
from the rise of ISIS, to Russian ag-
gression in Ukraine and in the Middle
East, to the Chinese military expan-
sion in the South China Sea. It has also
left our allies asking: Where are you?
You are not present as we try to ad-
dress these issues.

What we have seen with President
Obama, I think, is inexcusable. For ex-
ample, when the evil blade of ISIS de-
capitated Steven Sotloff in 2014, Presi-
dent Obama was on the golf course
minutes after telling the American
people: We will be relentless, and we
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will be vigilant to see that justice is
done. Or, as he also calls it, leading
from behind.
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Two other glaring issues we face are
the Syrian refugee program and our
southern border.

There is currently no way to vet Syr-
ian refugees, and I think this President
is delusional if he thinks there is. I
have introduced H.R. 4218 to suspend
refugee admissions until Congress
passes a joint resolution approving the
President’s plan.

Meanwhile, our southern border is
overrun again. Through the first 6
months of fiscal year 2016, which ended
on March 31, border officials appre-
hended 27,754 unaccompanied children.
That is just shy of the 28,579 number
apprehended for all of 2014. Think
about that comparison.

Mr. Speaker, we must provide eco-
nomic, retirement, and national secu-
rity for all Americans. We must rise to
the occasion and make certain our Na-
tion is secure.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded not to engage in per-
sonalities toward the President.

————
CALIFORNIA WATER LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. CosTA) for 5 minutes.

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to urge my colleagues to work together
on behalf of the people of California to
get water legislation passed that will
help fix California’s broken water sys-
tem.

Yes, Californians have been divided
historically for decades for a number of
reasons on how to fix our broken water
system, but that must change because
we are living on borrowed time, and
nothing has explained that more clear-
ly than the last 4 years of drought con-
ditions.

Yesterday, the U.S. Senate Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources held a hearing on Senator
DIANNE FEINSTEIN’s water legislation,
the California Long-Term Provisions
for Water Supply and Short-Term Pro-
visions for Emergency Drought Relief
Act. This week, Congressman JOHN
GARAMENDI introduced the House com-
panion bill, legislation that I support
as well.

The California Long-Term Provisions
for Water Supply and Short-Term Pro-
visions for Emergency Drought Relief
Act would provide $1.3 billion in fund-
ing and support for desalinization, re-
cycling efforts, and water storage
projects like Temperance Flat and the
expansion of San Luis Reservoir.

The bill would also direct State and
Federal agencies to maximize water
supplies during the short term, while
not violating existing environmental
laws that protect threatened and en-
dangered species.

Additionally, the legislation includes
language that would generate and pro-
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vide for scientifically managed res-
ervoir operations which would allow us
to, for example, raise the spillway
gates at New Exchequer Dam in Merced
County, providing an additional 50,000
acre-feet of water storage for the
Merced Irrigation District.

Finally, the bill would complement
the ongoing efforts made by the recent
passage of a State water bond that I
supported—3$2.7 billion for additional
water storage in California.

In order to get California’s water bill
passed and signed into law, our Na-
tion’s Senators must understand that
there is support for Senator DIANNE
FEINSTEIN’s legislation among Cali-
fornia Representatives in the House.
That is why I am a cosponsor of the
House companion legislation, H.R. 5247.

Now, there is room for modifications
and changes in Senator FEINSTEIN’S
legislation as well as the House bill, es-
pecially provisions that deal with
short-term fixes that would provide
more accountability on how Califor-
nia’s water system is operated year to
year. But if Congress is going to be
able to provide some relief to the peo-
ple of California, which is a template
for Western States—and, I would say,
the world—we must continue to move
forward, and the passage of S. 2533
would undoubtedly be an important
step in the right direction.

Once S. 25633 is passed out of the Sen-
ate, the House and the Senate will have
the opportunity to go to conference to
resolve the differences that exist in
these water bills by each of the Cham-
bers. That is the normal process under
which we usually conduct business.

I have consistently fought to bring
more water to our San Joaquin Valley,
and that includes supporting the Cali-
fornia water bill that the House passed
last year, but we need to use all the
water tools in our water toolbox to fix
the entire State’s water needs.

It is my hope that my colleagues will
put aside their political differences
which, for too long, have been a part of
the problem and join me in supporting
the California Long-Term Provisions
for Water Supply and Short-Term Pro-
visions for Emergency Drought Relief
Act, because fixing California’s water
system is dependent upon it. If we
don’t pass this legislation and we don’t
work with Governor Brown in Cali-
fornia, we cannot fix this broken water
system.

So, finally, what is this about? It is
about investing in our infrastructure.
We are living off the investments our
parents and our grandparents made a
generation ago. This is Infrastructure
Week. We ought to be talking about in-
vesting in our infrastructure, not only
in California, but around the country.

What else is this about? It is about
helping the environment because, not-
withstanding the opposition to this
legislation, the status quo is only re-
sulting in further deterioration of the
environment.

Finally, what else is this about? It is
about the reliability of our water sup-
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ply to maintain our farms. Maintaining
our farms, after all, is a part of Amer-
ica’s national security. We don’t think
about it that way, but having reliable,
cost-effective food on America’s dinner
table every night is about our national
security. So it is about the sustain-
ability, therefore, of our food supply
and our way of life.

If we are going to fix this, we have to
come together. We have to work to-
gether. We have to get beyond our dif-
ferences and beyond our talking points.

If Congress is going to get anything
done, we, in California, on our water
fixes, must come together.

————
BUILDING SAFETY MONTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. BARR) for 5 minutes.

Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to mark Building Safety Month, to rec-
ognize the importance of building safe-
ty, and to congratulate the leadership
of the International Code Council that
develops and publishes the model build-
ing safety and energy efficiency model
codes used in the Commonwealth of
Kentucky and across the country. In-
creasingly, these codes, developed in
the United States, are being adopted in
other nations as a model of safe con-
struction.

Every year, there are sobering re-
minders about the key role that build-
ing codes can have. Foreign nations
still experience catastrophic losses of
life and property due to natural events
and poor construction practices. These
losses have been greatly reduced in this
country thanks to the adoption of
sound building practices.

Deadly fires, tornados, windstorms,
floods, earthquakes, and other events
remind us of the critical need for
strong buildings. As Congress discusses
the need for resilience and greater en-
ergy efficiency in our communities, we
are reminded in May that key elements
of resilience and energy efficiency are
sound building and energy codes.

I want to congratulate the leaders of
the ICC, which has sponsored Building
Safety Month in May every year for
over 30 years. The theme of this year’s
Building Safety Month, appropriately,
is “Driving Growth Through Innova-
tion, Resilience, and Safety.”

The leadership board of the ICC, in-
cluding my constituent, President Alex
Olszowy, building inspection supervisor
for the Lexington-Fayette Urban Coun-
ty Government in Kentucky, will join
ICC’s chief executive officer, Dominic
Sims, in Washington next week to dis-
cuss the critical need to support the
adoption and enforcement of current
building codes to make sure Americans
are safe at home, at work, at school,
and at play.

On this occasion, I also want to high-
light the good work of the Code Admin-
istrators Association of Kentucky, in-
cluding president Jeff Camp and the
other leaders of the Commonwealth’s
ICC chapter, and to thank the thou-
sands of men and women who work
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every day to make sure our buildings
comply with building and fire codes.
Their work, largely unseen and often
unnoticed, is critical to keeping the
American people safe.

The model building codes adopted by
ICC members from all 50 States allow
every community to share the advan-
tage of adopting building codes that
are adaptable to local conditions but,
at the same time, incorporate the very
latest research, materials, and building
practices.

This is achieved through a public-pri-
vate partnership, saving local jurisdic-
tions from bearing the large expense of
code revision, updating, and coordina-
tion. These model codes are produced
through the cooperation of thousands
of local U.S. code officials working
with the building industry to produce
codes that represent the consensus on
what the minimum safety require-
ments are and should be for various
building types, all without a dime of
Federal taxpayer money.

I should mention that the Architect
of the Capitol maintains the safety of
this building and all House and Senate
office buildings by following the re-
quirements in the current Inter-
national Building Code.

So congratulations and a heartfelt
thanks to the hardworking members
and leadership of the International
Code Council during this Building Safe-
ty Month.

——————

HOUSTON, TEXAS, FLOODING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. AL GREEN) for 5 minutes.

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, this is a continuation of my mission
of mercy, a mission that I gladly ac-
cept because a great American city has
been declared a disaster area: a great
American city with 2-plus million peo-
ple, a great American city where we
speak more than 100 different lan-
guages, a great American city where
we appreciate diversity and we cele-
brate it. In fact, we have developed a
symbiotic relationship, a symbiosis
such that we can do together what we
could never do apart. A great American
city, Houston, Texas, within Harris
County, has been declared a disaster
area; and it has been declared a dis-
aster area, Mr. Speaker, because of the
flooding that takes place in Houston,
Texas.

I asked that my staff prepare some
intelligence for me to share so as to
paint a picture of what this flooding is
like in Houston, Texas.

In Houston, Texas, on the tax day
flood—so-called because it was the last
day to file for taxes this year—we had
this tax day flood, and it has caused
damages that will approximate $2 bil-
lion. The good news is that that is re-
vised down because the estimate ini-
tially was that it would be more.

In Houston, Texas, over 100 neighbor-
hoods experienced some flooding.

In Houston, Texas, a great American
city, we had 240 billion—Dbillion with a
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B—240 billion gallons of water. A bil-
lion is still 1,000 million. So we have
had 2,000-million-plus gallons of water
in Houston, Texas. And that was on one
day. This is enough water to fill the
Astrodome 750 times over.

In Houston, Texas, we had more than
1,200 high water rescues, people strand-
ed, lives at risk in Houston, Texas, a
major American city, a great American
city declared a disaster area.

In Houston, Texas, there was 8.85
inches of rainfall—that broke the pre-
vious record from 1976—and, I might
add, in some areas, 17 inches of water.
That was all a part of the tax day
floods. There were 121,000 people with-
out power.

Mr. Speaker, this is significant, but
it is also significant to note that this is
not the first time. Within the last year,
12 months, we had the Memorial Day
flood, with similar circumstances and
$2 billion in damages.

Mr. Speaker, over the last 20 years,
we have had at least one day of flood-
ing in Houston, Texas, that has been
called to the attention of the people in
Washington, D.C., and I'm doing so
now.
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Mr. Speaker, as bad as these things
are, all of these damages that I have
called to our attention, there is some-
thing more significant, something
more meaningful that is happening in
Houston, Texas, and that is lives are
being lost. In the tax day flood, we lost
nine lives, Mr. Speaker—nine lives—
people who left home going to work,
assuming that they would drive their
cars and return home.

Mr. Speaker, we have, in Houston,
what are called flash floods. Even peo-
ple who are judicious and prudent can
sometimes find themselves in cir-
cumstances from which they cannot
extricate themselves because of the
way the water comes in so quickly—
flash floods, nine lives lost, a great
American city declared a disaster area.

Houston needs a lifeline. When you
are drowning in water, you need a life-
line. Well, there is a lifeline. The life-
line is H.R. 5025, the 2016 Tax Day
Floods Supplemental Funding Act.
This is a supplemental funding bill,
which means it is not an earmark. It is
the kind of thing we do when we have
emergencies to contend with. We have
done this before when we have had the
storms on the East Coast. We have
done this before, when we had New Or-
leans, Louisiana, and Katrina. We have
done it when we have had fires. We
have done it when we have had the
tornadic activities. This is reasonable.
It is prudent. It is judicious. It is some-
thing we ought to do to rescue, to
throw a lifeline to a great American
city that has been declared a disaster
area.

Well, the good news is, Mr. Speaker,
we are recovering; but I hate to say,
and I regret to say, I am reluctant to
say, we are not out of the woods yet.
We are not out of the woods yet, Mr.
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Speaker, because today there is an 80
percent chance of precipitation. To-
morrow, there is an 80 percent chance.
I beg that we support H.R. 5025 and
extend a lifeline to Houston, Texas, a
great American city.
———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until noon
today.

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 2 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess.

——
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. DONOVAN) at noon.

————
PRAYER

Reverend Dr. Patricia Venegas, With-
out Spot or Wrinkle Ministries Inter-
national, La Verne, California, offered
the following prayer:

Heavenly Father, we come before
Your throne room of grace today by
unmerited favor. We thank You for this
great Nation.

Our forefathers faced many trials and
tribulations in their days. They relied
on You as they sought Your guidance
for America, knowing they could not
do it without You.

Today, in this room, we humble our-
selves before You and pause, asking
You once again for Your guidance and
perfect will for our Nation, as we pray
Your kingdom come and Your will be
done in America.

I also pray for every Representative
in this room today, who shoulders the
immense responsibility to make deci-
sions for the people they represent,
give each one wisdom, knowledge, un-
derstanding, and discernment on every
decision they make. I pray You will
bless them and their families for the
sacrifice they make for the American
people.

In Your holy name.

Amen.

—————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from California (Mr. BERA)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. BERA led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.
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WELCOMING REVEREND DR.
PATRICIA VENEGAS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. NAPOLITANO) is recognized
for 1 minute.

There was no objection.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, I
am so pleased to welcome Dr. Patricia
Venegas of Without Spot Or Wrinkle
Ministries International. I thank her
and her husband for coming from La
Verne, one of my cities.

She started the church in 1998 with
her husband, Reverend Benjamin
Venegas, who is up in the gallery some-
where. From 1977 to the present, she
serves as a chaplain to the Covina Po-
lice Department. She was ordained as a
minister of the Gospel in December
2006.

She published one book, ‘“The Bride
of Christ Without Spot Or Wrinkle.”
She develops and writes curricula for
conferences and seminars.

Thanks for the work that you do,
Reverend, to spread the Gospel
throughout the San Gabriel Valley and
beyond. May God bless you and God
bless our country.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to 15 requests
for 1-minute speeches on each side of
the aisle.

NATIONAL POLICE WEEK

(Mr. PITTENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in honor of the incredibly brave
men and women in blue who serve and
protect our communities.

For example, Sergeant P.J. Wilson of
the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police De-
partment is a third shift supervisor. He
and his team work the wee hours of the
morning to make sure that we can
sleep in peace.

Officer K.S. Kodad works every week-
end and most holidays because he
knows that criminals don’t always
work business hours.

Officer Tim Purdy recently sat down
in a school parking lot to calm and re-
assure a potentially suicidal autistic
student.

Detective McKee recently helped
solve a homicide from last summer,
with all five suspects now in custody.

Mr. Speaker, these are just four of
the thousands of police officers who
should be recognized for their impor-
tant work. Today and every day, we
should take time to say thank you to
the police officers we encounter in our
communities.
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RECOGNIZING DR. EPHRAIM
WILLIAMS

(Mr. BERA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BERA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to recognize Dr. Ephraim Williams,
Pastor of St. Paul Missionary Baptist
Church in Sacramento. Pastor Wil-
liams has epitomized the importance of
community and faith for the past 45
years.

This past Sunday, my wife and I had
a chance to worship with Pastor Wil-
liams and his congregation.

He will be retiring this coming Sun-
day, but his legacy of service and lead-
ership will live on through his con-
gregation, which has grown from 100
worshippers to over 2,500.

Pastor Williams led the efforts to fi-
nance and build an edifice and family
life center, which now serves the sur-
rounding community. His church offers
employment fairs, home buyer work-
shops, financial literacy courses, and
much more to the community.

Pastor Williams also serves as a men-
tor and adviser to younger pastors and
has helped develop the next generation
of leaders in the faith community.

On behalf of the Sacramento commu-
nity and the region, I thank him for his
45 years of work and service, which has
made our community a much better
place to live in.

Thank you, Pastor Williams.

————

CONGRATULATING 2016 GRAD-
UATING CLASS OF ELITE YOUTH
OUTREACH PROGRAM

(Mr. LAHOOD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate the 2016 grad-
uating class of the ELITE Youth Out-
reach program.

ELITE is a wonderful program that
teaches at-risk youth in our local com-
munities in central Illinois on how to
gain employment, communicate effec-
tively, behave responsibly, and dress
appropriately. The program was found-
ed by Carl Cannon, a Peoria-born na-
tive who served his country as a mili-
tary officer and drill instructor. Now
he is dedicated to training and inspir-
ing youth to overcome barriers to suc-
cess, as he did himself.

In 2013, Carl Cannon received the
FBI's Director’s Community Leader-
ship Award. This week, FBI Director
James Comey will travel from Wash-
ington, D.C., to Peoria to address this
year’s ELITE graduating class.

I would like to commend Carl Cannon
and his staff for their dedication to
these students and recognize the trans-
formative effect his program has had
on youth in our Peoria area.

I would also like to thank FBI Direc-
tor Comey for supporting this worthy
program with his presence this week in
Peoria.

Finally, I would like to congratulate
the students who have completed this
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program. You should feel proud of your
accomplishments. You have a commu-
nity and national and local leaders who
believe in you, and we support you.

——
INFRASTRUCTURE WEEK

(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of infrastructure week, which
is a joint effort by business and labor
to highlight the dangerous conditions
of America’s roads and bridges.

There are currently 69,000 struc-
turally deficient bridges in America.
Every second of every day, seven cars
drive on a bridge that is structurally
deficient.

Congress said that we couldn’t afford
to rebuild the roads and bridges of
America, so we only spent $50 billion a
year in the last decade to rebuild
America’s roads and bridges—patheti-
cally weak. We were told we couldn’t
afford it.

But American taxpayers spent $87
billion rebuilding the roads and bridges
of Afghanistan. We spent $73 billion re-
building the roads and bridges of Iraq—
off budget and unpaid for.

Congress needs to get its priorities
straight. We need to put American
workers back to work and invest in our
infrastructure to unleash the great po-
tential of American businesses to grow
the American economy.

CONGRATULATING PRAIRIE GROVE
SCHOOL DISTRICT 46

(Mr. HULTGREN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HULTGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate the Prairie
Grove School District 46 in Crystal
Lake, Illinois, for being selected as a
finalist for the 2016 Secretary of De-
fense Freedom Award, the first ever
from Illinois.

This is the Department of Defense’s
highest recognition given to employers
for exceptional support of their Na-
tional Guard and Reserve employees.

This year, more than 2,400 nomina-
tions were submitted by National
Guard and Reserve servicemembers.
Prairie Grove is one of only nine public
sector employer finalists.

Among servicemembers at the school
district who support the nomination is
Lieutenant Colonel Patty Klop, a Ma-
rine reservist, a physical education
teacher, and a part-time teacher for
students who have disabilities.

In her nomination, she speaks highly
of District 46 when she says: ‘‘It’s been
a real source of stability and comfort
for me over the years. I’ve been on sev-
eral deployments, and District 46 has
always been there.”

Prairie Grove is invited to the Free-
dom Award ceremony this August at
the Pentagon. I look forward to the
school district representing Illinois
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well as an exceptional employer of
servicemembers.
Congratulations, Prairie Grove.

———
HEAD START

(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the 5lst anniversary
of the creation of Head Start.

In my home State of Rhode Island,
Head Start serves 2,500 children, in-
cluding 100 homeless children and 500
children with special needs.

Head Start is proven and effective.
Young people who participate in Head
Start have increased graduation rates,
are less likely to become pregnant as
teens, have improved economic oppor-
tunities, and are less likely to be in-
volved in crime.

Every dollar invested in Head Start
saves up to $7 in future costs.

In the 20th century, the United
States set the standard in education
and had the highest graduation rates
around the world. Today, we rank 12th
in college graduation and 26th in access
to preschool for 4-year-olds.

If we are serious about providing the
next generation with the skills they
need to be successful and to compete in
a global economy, it is critical that we
significantly increase our investments
in Head Start.

Congratulations to Head Start on
your 51st anniversary. Thank you for
all that you do.

—————

RECOGNIZING CHIEF OF POLICE
CHARLES R. JONES

(Mr. ROTHFUS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize Beaver Falls Chief
of Police Charles R. Jones on his re-
tirement after decades of outstanding
service to his community and to our
Nation.

After serving his country in the Air
Force, which included time at the 911th
Airlift Wing in Pittsburgh, Chief Jones
embarked upon a career in law enforce-
ment.

He is a graduate of both Municipal
Police Officers’ Training Academy and
the Pennsylvania Deputy Sheriff’s
Training Program in Carlisle, Pennsyl-
vania.

He started with the city of Beaver
Falls Police Department in 1994, and by
2008, he was chief of police. In October
of 2011, the Pittsburgh FBI field office
chose Chief Jones to join with other
U.S. and international law enforcement
leaders at the FBI National Academy
in Quantico, Virginia, for professional
studies.

A recipient of numerous awards, a
man of faith, and a true leader, I thank
Chief Jones for his service. In thanking
the chief, I would be remiss in not also
recognizing his wife Regina, who has
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also been a great advocate for her com-
munity.

Although the chief is retiring, I fully
expect he will continue his service to
his community in multiple endeavors
in the years to come.

———

HOUSE LEADERS NEED TO LEAD

(Ms. ESTY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. ESTY. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the floor with a simple message for the
leaders of this House: Do your job.

The majority has refused to even
vote on a budget—our most basic
duty—and has failed to address over $3
trillion of needed infrastructure across
the country.

This is National Infrastructure Week.
Forty-one percent of the roads in my
home State of Connecticut are rated in
poor condition. Bad roads cost the av-
erage Connecticut driver over $660 per
year in unnecessary repairs and ex-
penses.

A great nation does not respond to
crises with duct tape. A great nation
does not tell 110 pregnant citizens with
the Zika virus that they should make
do with one-third of the necessary
funding.

For our infrastructure, for Flint, for
the Supreme Court, for Zika patients,
and for gun violence victims, the call
to the leaders of this body is clear: It is
time to lead. Do your job.
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THE IMPORTANCE OF SALVAGE TO
FORESTRY

(Mr. LAMALFA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, the
Ninth Circuit Court is on a roll this
week. First, they upheld gun rights in
northern California. Now they have
tossed out yet another frivolous law-
suit on salvage operations for forestry
after a fire.

Operations in western Siskiyou
County on what is known as the west
side fire—a fire that occurred in the
summer and fall of 2014—are now fi-
nally proceeding where the value of
that wood can be still, perhaps, hope-
fully, salvaged almost a year and a half
later. Though it is only a scant 4 per-
cent that they are going after in this
harvest project here, you would think
with the number of frivolous lawsuits
and wailing over the project that we
were causing an environmental dis-
aster; yet the disaster has already oc-
curred with the devastating fire.

I am glad to see that the court ruled
that some of the salvage operation can
occur, because now the forest can actu-
ally recover. It can have an economic
base to do so instead of merely coming
out of the U.S. Treasury, and the peo-
ple in the area can be employed in
doing it in this forest fire recovery.
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It will be a positive for the habitat, a
positive for the spotted owl. This is
what we need to do in the long term.
Salvage is an important part of for-
estry after a fire and not reinventing
the wheel every single time we need to
do the salvage and have lawsuits over
it.

———

IN MEMORY OF ERIC BRADLEY

(Mr. LOWENTHAL asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, like
everyone who knew him, I was shocked
and am still very saddened by the sud-
den passing of Eric Bradley.

Eric was so many things to so many
people. He was a colleague, a friend, a
mentor, a son, a husband, a father. For
me, BEric was a dear friend who helped
me in so many ways over the years,
just as he helped so many others, but
that was Eric. He gave of himself to ev-
eryone whom he met whether that be
insight, advice, knowledge, or simple
kindness. Behind all of his hard work,
behind all of his efforts, there was a
genuine passion for making life better
for others.

Just like anyone who crossed his all
too brief time with us, I am better for
having known him. I will miss my
friend.

——————

100TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
EASTER RISING

(Mr. KING of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker,
this year is the 100th anniversary of
the Easter Rising in Dublin, Ireland,
which was the seminal moment in the
fight for Irish independence.

Since that time, the United States
and Ireland have had an extremely
close relationship in trade, business,
and on so many other issues on which
we work together, probably none more
important than the Good Friday Agree-
ment, which was achieved 18 years ago
this year. It is working today, for,
after centuries of fighting and strife,
there is now a peace process in North-
ern Ireland which has succeeded, is suc-
ceeding, and is going forward.

I acknowledge this today, the 100th
anniversary of the Easter Rising, and
the Prime Minister of Ireland, Enda
Kenny, is in Washington today to help
us commemorate this.

————

GALESBURG FORGIVABLE LOANS

(Mrs. BUSTOS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mrs. BUSTOS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
with great news about the city of
Galesburg, Illinois.

About a month ago, I spoke on this
floor, and I urged the city to apply for
low-interest, federally funded loans
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through the Drinking Water State Re-
volving Loan Fund. Many officials ex-
pressed legitimate concerns about the
impact that might have on their budg-
ets, so I worked with the city as well as
with the U.S. and the Illinois EPA to
see if those loans could be forgiven.

Today I am so proud to announce
that I have received assurances that up
to $4 million in Federal funding will be
forgiven. That will happen as soon as
the city completes its application and
receives formal approval.

Mr. Speaker, all communities face
challenges. What separates the great
ones from the rest is whether commu-
nities can come together and solve
these challenges. We still have work to
do to protect children from lead expo-
sure, but Galesburg is a great city, and
I am proud that we are taking this im-
portant step together.

VICTIMS OF GUN VIOLENCE

(Mr. PETERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Speaker, Cedar
Bluff, Alabama, November 16, 2015:

Sylvia Duffy, 71 years old.

Clara Edwards, 68.

Pamela O’Shel, 48.

Tennessee Colony, Texas, November
15, 2015:

Carl Johnson, 77 years old.

Thomas Kamp, 46.

Nathan Kamp, 23.

Austin Kamp, 21.

Kade Johnson, 6.

Clarksburg, West Virginia, July 26,
2013:

Freddy Donald Swiger, 70 years old.

Fred Swiger, 47.

Todd Russell Amos, 29.

Christopher A. Hart, 26.

Springfield, Missouri, November 15,
2014:

Lewis Green, 44 years old.

Trevor Fantroy, 43.

Danielle Keyes, 29.

Christopher Freeman, 24.

Shreveport, Louisiana, May 5, 2016:

Tyrone Coley, 37 years old.

Randy Brown, 36.

Robert Baulkman, 30.

Joey Caldwell, 29.

Richard Baker, 29.

Platte, South Dakota, September 17,
2015:

Nicole Westerhuis, 41 years old.

—————

RESTORE FUNDING TO THE
OVERSEAS WAR ACCOUNT

(Mr. GALLEGO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, the an-
nual defense bill before the House
today removes $18 billion from the
overseas war account to fund activities
that are not related to war. It is unfor-
tunate that the Republican majority,
which claims to be fiscally responsible,
is raiding OCO in order to blow past bi-
partisan spending agreements. This
budget gimmick would require an $18
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billion supplemental next April—only
halfway through the fiscal year—to re-
store overseas funding for America’s
troops.

This is no way to govern the Pen-
tagon, and it is doing a disservice to
our men and women in uniform by
pushing for this. Defense Secretary Ash
Carter has said that removing overseas
funding during wartime is ‘‘objection-
able on the face of it.”

It is my hope and the hope of many
others on the committee that funding
for the overseas account will be re-
stored on the House floor before the
bill is voted on.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
defense bill until these funds are re-
stored.

——
HEAD START’S 51ST ANNIVERSARY

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, today is the 5lst
anniversary of Head Start.

Fifty-one years ago, in 1965, Presi-
dent Lyndon Johnson announced the
groundbreaking program. In that year,
a shy little girl and the daughter of
Mexican immigrants enrolled in Head
Start, and it changed her life. That lit-
tle girl was me.

In this Chamber, when we fiercely de-
bate funding education, we are some-
times too removed from the reality of
the everyday struggles that are facing
America’s children and just how wide
that opportunity gap is.

Even though I stand before you here
as a Congresswoman, I also stand be-
fore you as a child of Head Start. Uni-
versal, early childhood education is the
best investment we can make to close
that education gap. I know this be-
cause I am living proof of it. Head
Start was not merely something that
helped me; it has helped 32 million
children and their parents to prepare
for school. It has prepared them for
life.

PROTECTING AND DEFENDING THE
RIGHTS OF LGBT EMPLOYEES IN
THE DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
BILL

(Mr. ISRAEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, today and
this week we will debate the national
defense authorization. This is part of
our most fundamental obligation as
Members of Congress, to protect and
defend the Constitution of the United
States of America.

However, there is a provision that is
inserted into this bill that doesn’t pro-
tect and defend—it discriminates. It is
a provision in this bill that would ef-
fectively stop an executive order that
says that Federal contractors cannot
discriminate against employees be-
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cause they happen to be LGBT. I want
to say this again. In the defense au-
thorization, House Republicans have
inserted a provision to empower and
enable the discrimination of LGBT em-
ployees. That is not protecting and de-
fending. That is discrimination. That is
divisive. It is disgusting.

Our job is to protect and defend the
American people and not inject the de-
fense budget with ideologies that are
based on protecting a political base,
Mr. Speaker. It is a disservice to our
troops, and it is a disservice to our na-
tional security to inject such poisonous
language into a defense budget that is
meant to protect and defend the con-
stitutional rights of the American peo-
ple.

————

40TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE NA-
TIONAL VOLUNTEER FIRE COUN-
CIL

(Mr. PASCRELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, as the
chairman of the Congressional Fire
Services Caucus, which is the largest
caucus in the Congress, I rise in ad-
vance of the 40th anniversary of the es-
tablishment of the National Volunteer
Fire Council on May 20 so as to recog-
nize its hard work and dedication to
protecting our communities. The brave
men and women who volunteer their
time are professionals who put their
lives on the line every day.

Founded in 1976, the NVFC came to-
gether in Chicago to provide a unified
voice for volunteer firefighters across
our Nation. With this guiding vision,
the NVFC has grown its ranks to a
board comprised of 49 State fire service
associations and with a membership of
nearly 20,000 individual and department
members. Today, volunteers have a
strong voice at the table when it comes
to critical fire and emergency service
issues thanks to the NVFC.

The organization has been there to
meet the challenges that volunteers
face and to address critical issues every
day. From groundbreaking programs
and innovative resources to legislative
and regulatory advocacy, the NVFC
continues to serve the volunteer in
meaningful and significant ways. I look
forward to continuing to work with
them to advocate for our volunteers.

——————

COMMEMORATING 100TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE 1916 EASTER RIS-
ING

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the resolution (H. Res. 716) commemo-
rating the 100th anniversary of the 1916
BEaster Rising, a seminal moment in
Ireland’s journey to independence, and
ask for its immediate consideration in
the House.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 716

Whereas the 100th anniversary of the 1916
Easter Rising has a particular resonance in
the United States;

Whereas, from the foundation of the
United States, Irish people and the millions
of United States citizens of Irish descent
have helped to shape its history;

Whereas, in the words of President John F.
Kennedy, ‘‘No people ever believed more
deeply in the cause of Irish freedom than the
people of the United States’;

Whereas 5 of the 7 signatories of the 1916
Proclamation of Independence spent periods
of time in the United States that signifi-
cantly influenced their thinking and actions;

Whereas the United States is the only for-
eign country specifically mentioned in the
Proclamation;

Whereas the contemporary ties between
the United States and Ireland are of extraor-
dinary depth and breadth;

Whereas continued United States engage-
ment in the Northern Ireland peace process
is vital to safeguarding the gains made since
the Good Friday Agreement;

Whereas the 100th anniversary of the 1916
Easter Rising offers an opportunity for re-
membrance, reconciliation, and reimagining
of the future;

Whereas, on the 17th and 18th of May 2016,
the Taoiseach (Prime Minister of Ireland)
will visit Washington, DC, for events com-
memorating the 100th anniversary of the 1916
Easter Rising; and

Whereas more than 200 other commemora-
tive events will take place across the United
States to mark the anniversary: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) recalls the special ties between Ireland
and the United States, continually sustained
and strengthened throughout the inter-
twined history of both countries;

(2) welcomes the program of commemora-
tions in the United States marking the 100th
anniversary of Ireland’s 1916 Rising, includ-
ing the events taking place in Washington
DC; and

(3) recognizes the importance of nurturing
and renewing the unique relationship be-
tween the United States and Ireland and
their peoples into the future.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KING OF NEW
YORK

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I have an amendment to the text at the
desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert the following:

That the House of Representatives—

(1) recalls the deep and abiding friendship
between Ireland and the United States, sus-
tained and strengthened by the ties between
our peoples and our shared values;

(2) calls for the enhanced cooperation be-
tween the United States and Ireland in un-
dertaking multi-lateral humanitarian mis-
sions and international peacekeeping oper-
ations; and

(3) supports efforts to continue to increase
political, economic, scientific, educational,
and cultural ties between the United States
and Ireland, including ongoing work to con-
solidate peace and reconciliation in North-
ern Ireland.

The
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Mr. KING of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the reading be dispensed
with.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The amendment was agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT TO THE PREAMBLE OFFERED BY

MR. KING OF NEW YORK

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I have an amendment to the preamble
at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Strike the preamble and insert the fol-
lowing:

Whereas the more than 35 million Ameri-
cans of Irish descent strengthen the friendly
relations between the United States and Ire-
land;

Whereas throughout our history Ameri-
cans of Irish descent have made significant
contributions to the United States and have
helped to shape its history;

Whereas in April 1916, through the Easter
Rising, an attempt was launched to secure
Irish independence;

Whereas signatories to the 1916 Proclama-
tion of the Irish Republic were influenced by
the experience of the United States and
therefore included the United States as the
only foreign country specifically mentioned
in the Proclamation;

Whereas the United States recognized and
established diplomatic relations with the
Irish Free State in 1923;

Whereas Ireland is a valued partner in
international fora, including the United Na-
tions, the NATO Partnership for Peace Pro-
gram, the Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe, the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development,
and the World Trade Organization;

Whereas the United States and Ireland
continue to share deep and abiding ties
across a host of areas, including economic,
scientific, and educational cooperative ef-
forts, and international development co-
operation;

Whereas the United States and Ireland
enjoy a thriving and mutually beneficial
trade and investment relationship, with the
United States being the largest exporter to
Ireland of services, and the second largest
exporter of goods;

Whereas the United States and Ireland
enjoy broad scientific cooperative programs,
to the benefit of the United States, Ireland,
and Northern Ireland, facilitated by the
United States-Ireland Research and Develop-
ment Partnership, which prioritizes joint re-
search in the areas of nanoscale science and
engineering, sensor networks, telecommuni-
cations, energy and sustainability, and
health;

Whereas the United States and Ireland sup-
port thriving bilateral educational exchange
programs, which Ireland has promoted in re-
cent years with the establishment of Student
Ambassador programs, increasing scholar-
ships, and being a contributor and Lead Sig-
nature Partner in the U.S. Generation Study
Abroad Program;

Whereas the Governments of Ireland and
the United Kingdom have worked closely,
with the ongoing support of the United
States, in promoting peace and reconcili-
ation in Northern Ireland; and

Whereas the 100th anniversary of the 1916
Easter Rising offers an opportunity for re-

The
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commitment to strengthening the relation-
ship between the United States and Ireland
for the benefit of future generations in both
countries: Now, therefore, be it

Mr. KING of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the reading be dispensed
with.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The amendment to the preamble was
agreed to.

The title of the resolution was
amended so as to read: ‘‘Recognizing
the deep and abiding friendship be-
tween the United States and Ireland
and recommending actions to further
strengthen those ties.”’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4974, MILITARY CON-
STRUCTION AND VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2017; PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 5243, ZIKA RESPONSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2016; AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 736 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 736

Resolved, That (a) at any time after adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4974) making
appropriations for military construction, the
Department of Veterans Affairs, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2017, and for other purposes. The
first reading of the bill shall be dispensed
with. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. General debate
shall be confined to the bill and shall not ex-
ceed one hour equally divided and controlled
by the chair and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Appropriations. After
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule.
Points of order against provisions in the bill
for failure to comply with clause 2 of rule
XXI are waived. Clause 2(e) of rule XXI shall
not apply during consideration of the bill. (b)
During consideration of the bill for amend-
ment—

(1) each amendment, other than amend-
ments provided for in paragraph (2), shall be
debatable for 10 minutes equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent;

(2) no pro forma amendment shall be in
order except that the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Appro-
priations or their respective designees may
offer up to 10 pro forma amendments each at
any point for the purpose of debate; and

(3) the chair of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule
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XVIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read.

(c) When the committee rises and reports
the bill back to the House with a rec-
ommendation that the bill do pass, the pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. (a) (a)

SEC. 2. Upon adoption of this resolution it
shall be in order to consider in the House the
bill (H.R. 5243) making appropriations for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2016, to
strengthen public health activities in re-
sponse to the Zika virus, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. The bill shall be
considered as read. All points of order
against provisions in the bill are waived.
Clause 2(e) of rule XXI shall not apply during
consideration of the bill. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and on any amendment thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except:
(1) one hour of debate equally divided and
controlled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions; and (2) one motion to recommit.

SEC. 3. Section 514 of H.R. 4974 shall be con-
sidered to be a spending reduction account
for purposes of section 3(d) of House Resolu-
tion 5.

SEC. 4. During consideration of H.R. 4974 in
the Committee of the Whole pursuant to this
resolution, it shall not be in order to con-
sider an amendment proposing both a de-
crease in an appropriation designated pursu-
ant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 and an increase in an appropriation
not so designated, or vice versa.

SEC. 5. During consideration of H.R. 4974
pursuant to this resolution—

(a) section 310 of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 125, as reported in the House, shall have
force and effect in the Committee of the
Whole; and

(b) section 3304 of Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 11 shall not apply.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS), pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days to revise and extend
their remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, yesterday,
the Rules Committee met and reported
a rule for consideration of both H.R.
5243, the Zika Response Appropriations
Act of 2016, and H.R. 4974, the Military
Construction and Veterans Affairs and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act,
2017.

The rule provides for consideration of
H.R. 5243 under a closed rule with an
hour of debate equally divided and con-
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trolled by the chair and ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, along with a motion to recom-
mit.

In addition, the rule provides for an
open rule for consideration of the
MILCON-VA appropriations bill for FY
2017. It also provides for a motion to re-
commit on the MILCON-VA bill.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule in-
cludes three budget provisions, which
allow for the enforcement of the OCO
firewall, allow for Members to deposit
savings from their amendments in a
spending reduction account, and pro-
vides limitations on advance appro-
priations consistent with the budget
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to present
H.R. 5243 to the House for its consider-
ation. As I said in the Rules Committee
yesterday, the debate over this legisla-
tion isn’t about whether or not we pro-
vide resources for Zika, it is about
whether or not we pay for it through
our existing resources or just add it to
the national debt. I am pleased that we
have chosen the former course.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5243 provides an
additional $622.1 million, for a total of
over $1.2 billion to fight the Zika out-
break. H.R. 5243 provides additional
money to the Centers for Disease Con-
trol for mosquito control and programs
for prenatal care, delivery, and
postpartum care. In addition, we pro-
vide the NIH with the resources needed
to develop vaccines and diagnostic
tests.

In addition, as opposed to the Presi-
dent’s request, this legislation main-
tains important oversight restrictions
on the use of these funds. Understand-
ably, they must be used solely for Zika.
The President’s supplemental request,
in addition to not being paid for, would
allow the so-called emergency funds to
be used for almost anything.

Importantly, Mr. Speaker, this legis-
lation is fully offset by using leftover,
unobligated Ebola funds and the un-
used Health and Human Services ad-
ministrative funding. In addition, Mr.
Speaker, this legislation reflects the
emergency of this situation by making
these funds available through the end
of this fiscal year.

Yesterday, Chairman ROGERS told
the Rules Committee that a standalone
piece of legislation stands the best
chance of becoming law. If we were to
attach this measure as part of one of
the fiscal year 2017 appropriations bills,
as the Senate has done, there is no
guarantee that it would be enacted
swiftly. In my opinion, the best way to
ensure its quick enactment is through
standalone legislation, like H.R. 5243.

In addition to the Zika response ap-
propriations bill, this rule allows for
the consideration of the first appro-
priations bill considered by the House
for F'Y 2017, the MILCON-VA appropria-
tions bill.

I am pleased that the House is, once
again, going through regular order and
considering appropriations bills under
an open process. As a member of the
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Appropriations Committee, I am al-
ways proud that we can bring these
bills up under an open process where
all Members have the opportunity to
bring their ideas for an up-or-down
vote by the entire House.

H.R. 4974 provides $73.5 billion in dis-
cretionary funding for the Veterans
Administration, a 3-percent increase
over FY16. In addition, it includes im-
portant oversight and good government
provisions, like preventing the closure
of Guantanamo Bay, prohibiting bo-
nuses for all VA Senior Executive Serv-
ice personnel, and increased oversight,
like requiring large-scale construction
projects to be managed by an outside
entity so that mistakes like the Den-
ver VA health facility, now $1 billion
over budget, will never be repeated.

I am encouraged by the hard work of
Chairman ROGERS and Ranking Mem-
ber LOWEY for their commitment to
regular order and ensuring that the
power of the purse is one that this
House can continue to exercise. Both
the Zika Response Appropriations Act
and the FY 2017 MILCON-VA bill dem-
onstrate our commitment to that end.

I urge support for the rule and the
underlying legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
thank the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. CoLE) for yielding me the cus-
tomary 30 minutes for debate.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to debate
the rule for H.R. 4974, the Military Con-
struction and Veterans Affairs and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, and
H.R. 5243, the Zika Response Appro-
priations Act.

There are many things to praise in
the military construction and VA ap-
propriations bill. This is the first of the
FY17 appropriations bills to reach the
floor, and I hope that we soon have the
opportunity to vote on other important
appropriations packages.

The legislation, as pointed out by my
good friend, provides $81.6 billion in
total discretionary funding for fiscal
year 2017 to fund military construction
projects and programs within the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs. It pro-
vides funding to hire 242 new VA staff
to help reduce the VA’s backlog in
processing claims, as well as important
funding for mental health programs
and suicide prevention outreach. Cer-
tain VA medical services, including
long-term care for veterans and sup-
port services for caregivers, are also in-
cluded in this bill, which increase
health program funding by approxi-
mately 5 percent as compared to the
last fiscal year.

As co-chair of the Congressional
Homelessness Caucus, I also welcome
the inclusion of the President’s full fis-
cal year ’17 request for veterans home-
lessness outreach programs in this leg-
islation. We have made great progress
in our work to end veteran homeless-
ness, and these programs play a crit-
ical role in getting our veterans off the
streets.
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However, despite these points, the
bill is not without criticism. The addi-
tional language that indiscriminately
denies performance awards as well as
the inclusion of other ideologically di-
visive provisions that are outside the
scope of this legislation, to me, are
problematic. Because of these provi-
sions, the President has indicated that
he will veto this legislation in its cur-
rent form. So it is my hope that we can
work together to present a final pack-
age that will be able to become law,
providing the important funding that
our military servicemen and -women,
their spouses, and our veterans need
and rightly deserve.

I now turn to debate the Republican
majority’s so-called response to Zika.
Despite any hope I had that the gen-
erally bipartisan effort crafting the
military construction and VA appro-
priations bill may perhaps signal that
my friends in the majority are sud-
denly able to govern responsibly, I am
beyond disappointed in the inadequate
measure presented here today.

Nearly 3 months ago, the President
requested Congress to provide $1.9 mil-
lion to combat the spread of the Zika
virus. This number was based on what
our Nation’s top experts and scientists
at the National Institutes of Health,
the Centers for Disease Control, and
elsewhere believe is needed to meet the
challenges of this impending public
health emergency.

Dr. Anthony Fauci, Director of the
National Institute of Allergy and Infec-
tious Diseases at the National Insti-
tutes of Health, our national top expert
on infectious diseases, has warned that
if we don’t provide funding at this
level, and I quote him, ‘“‘that is going
to have a very serious negative impact
on our ability to get the job done.”

So, naturally, after these warnings
and nearly 3 months after the adminis-
tration’s request, what have my friends
in the Republican majority presented
today? A bill with a funding level less
than one-third of the amount our Na-
tion’s top doctors tell us is needed to
win the fight against the Zika virus.

I fear that in trying to address the
Zika virus, my Republican colleagues
are many days late and many dollars
short. This decision risks worsening an
already severe crisis. As of May 11, the
Centers for Disease Control reports the
following: In the continental United
States, there have been 503 reported
travel-associated cases of Zika. In the
United States territories, including
Puerto Rico, American Samoa, and the
United States Virgin Islands, there are
698 locally acquired vector-borne cases
reported.
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While these numbers may seem
small, we must take into account that
we are not even in the summer months,
and mosquito season has not even
started. Despite these troubling fig-
ures, if you want to learn what is most
important to the majority and their re-
sponse to this emergency, one need
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look no further than the summary of
this bill prepared by the Committee on
Appropriations Republicans. At the top
of that summary, they noted for their
Members that the funding was ‘‘en-
tirely offset.” This statement was un-
derlined, bolded, and italicized.

Mr. Speaker, we are facing a public
health emergency, and apparently the
most important thing to my friends on
the other side isn’t that we address this
emergency head-on with adequate and
robust emergency funding but, rather,
that we make sure what little funding
they are allocated doesn’t cost new
money to do so. I guess my Republican
friends will be at ease in the face of
this looming public health emergency
knowing that their response to pay for
it is “‘offset.”

One would think that the duty to
provide an appropriate level of funding
to respond to a national health crisis
would be enough to garner a ‘‘yes’ vote
from the Republican majority. Appar-
ently not.

I represent one of the States that ev-
eryone agrees will be hardest hit by the
Zika virus. Indeed, Florida already re-
ported 106 travel-related cases. Twen-
ty-two of the cases in Florida are from
Palm Beach and Broward County, areas
that I represent. When the summer
months come and this emergency wors-
ens, I don’t think my constituents will
be at ease knowing that at least the
money Republicans approved of was an
offset.

Later, Mrs. NITA LOWEY, the ranking
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations, the subject matter for today,
is going to make statements. I haven’t
had an opportunity to talk with her
this morning, but yesterday in the
Committee on Rules I asked her wheth-
er or not, when other emergencies have
come up, it has been required that they
be offset, and her response was that it
was not.

She, like myself, has been here dur-
ing a lot of emergencies that we must
and, rightly, should address for the
American citizenry. This happens to be
one more, and here we are haggling
about offset rather than addressing the
seriousness of this public national
health emergency.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I want to begin by agreeing with my
friend in terms of the appropriations
process itself. He is right to celebrate
the appearance of one of the bills down
here under an open rule, just as I am
sure my friend is aware, the Committee
on Appropriations, under Mr. ROGERS’
and Mrs. LOWEY’s able leadership, has
actually produced a series of bills
ready and lined up. So I have no doubt
this is the first of many bills—I would
hope all bills—that we eventually see
on the floor that every Member has an
opportunity to come down here and
amend as they see fit.

I also want to appreciate what my
friend had to say about the VA and
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military construction bill. I think he is
absolutely correct. That is one of our
very best subcommittees. Chairman
DENT and Congressman BISHOP are
chair and ranking member. They work
together extremely well. While I know
my friend has some concerns with spe-
cific provisions of that, again, this is a
process. As he knows, this is our open-
ing process. We will see what happens.
I think at the end of the day, that par-
ticular legislation will garner a great
deal of bipartisan support, in part be-
cause of the very points my good friend
made in talking about the bill.

Now let’s move to Zika. Here, we ob-
viously have a different point of view.
Let me posit some things, Mr. Speaker,
that perhaps those watching this de-
bate and discussion aren’t aware of.

First, $600 million has already been
deployed for Zika. That was out of
money set aside for both Ebola and
other infectious diseases. That money,
by the way, totaled over $5 billion
originally. There is still close to $3 bil-
lion of it left. It was to be spent over
several years.

So when the President made his re-
quest, the initial response from Chair-
man ROGERS was, spend this money
now. Don’t wait on Congress to act.
You have got available resources. The
administration eventually agreed with
that point of view.

So to this point, nothing has been
left undone because of money. Every-
thing the Federal Government has
wanted to do has been fully funded.
And, indeed, in that fund, there is still
well over $2 billion, so literally every-
thing it plans to do in the timeframe it
plans to do it can be done. So that is
$600 million of the $1.9 billion imme-
diately available.

This bill would provide another $622
million, which is actually more money
than the administration plans to spend
in this fiscal year. So they will have
more than enough resources. In the
bill, there is actually money included
for the National Institutes of Health
that will not be spent until next year
as they work through the process of de-
veloping vaccines and diagnostics. So
there is more than adequate funding
here.

Finally, in the remainder of the year,
when we get to the Labor-HHS bill and
the foreign operations bill, we will put
in literally hundreds of millions more
money for fiscal year 2017. That $1.9
billion isn’t to be used right now. It is
to be used over a 2-year period, so you
don’t need all of it right now.

The key difference is not the amount
of money. The key difference is, num-
ber one, this is offset. My friend is cor-
rect about that. It is paid for. Rather
than saying we are going to just imme-
diately add an additional $1.9 billion to
the national debt, say: Look, we have
money set aside; we have got money
here we can offset through other un-
used funds, and we have got money in
the regular appropriations process for
next year.

All of this can and should be paid for.
Frankly, it is not like a Hurricane
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Sandy or a Hurricane Katrina with
massive damage, immediate response
required. This is actually smaller,
more manageable, and these are mon-
eys spent over not a short period of
time, but over a couple of years. So
this is actually the prudent way to ac-
tually move forward on this money.

But again, the important thing to
know is everything that has needed to
be done has been done. There hasn’t
been anything delayed. Nothing has
been set back. Frankly, what Mr. ROG-
ERS offers us will actually speed money
to the process.

The debate, here again, as I said in
my opening remarks, isn’t about Zika;
it is about whether or not you want to
pay for the response, and that requires
some tough choices to be made. That
means other things that aren’t emer-
gency might not get as much funding.

The administration, like anybody
else, if they can have their cake and
eat it too, is delighted to do so. The
more prudent path is to actually pay
for the emergency that you have if you
can. If you can’t, then you move to
something bigger. But in this case, we
have the ability to do that, and I think
we ought to do it.

I would hope our friends work with us
on this. We see that this is an emer-
gency. We have provided money imme-
diately. We are moving now, prudently,
to provide additional money, more
than is needed in the short term and,
frankly, as the bills roll out, you will
see that there will be additional money
yet to come—money that, by the way,
was not intended to be spent until next
year anyway. So there is no reason to
spend it all right now.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, if we
defeat the previous question, I am
going to offer an amendment to the
rule to bring up the Democratic alter-
native Zika bill that provides the ad-
ministration with the $1.9 billion its
top scientific and medical experts say
is needed to mount a robust response
to the Zika crisis without jeopardizing
its ability to address other public
health threats, like Ebola.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment in the RECORD along with extra-
neous material immediately prior to
the vote on the previous question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. POE
of Texas). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY),
the ranking member of the Committee
on Appropriations and my good friend,
to discuss our proposal.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publican Zika bill provides $622 mil-
lion, about one-third of the $1.9 billion
requested. The bill also steals more
Ebola funding as an offset instead of
replenishing what was already redi-
rected to Zika. We don’t offset spend-
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ing to respond to emergencies, and we
certainly don’t steal from prior emer-
gency response efforts still underway
when a new emergency arises.

Let’s just consider, my friends, re-
cent history.

Emergency funding was provided to
respond to both Ebola and HIN1. In last
year’s omnibus, Congress used emer-
gency funding without offsets to pay
for wildland fire suppression, mostly in
the West. Congress also provided emer-
gency funding to respond to two hurri-
canes and flooding in the Carolinas and
Texas, again without offsets.

When those disasters struck, we
didn’t steal money from prior disaster
response, like the emergency funding
provided for hurricane damage in Lou-
isiana, Mississippi, Alabama, and Flor-
ida; or storms in West Virginia; or tor-
nadoes in Oklahoma and Kentucky. In
fact, after the 2013 Oklahoma torna-
does, my friend, Chairman ROGERS,
said: “I don’t think disasters of this
type should be offset. We have an obli-
gation to help these people.”

Now that the Zika public health
emergency has ravaged Brazil, spread
to Puerto Rico, and threatens an out-
break in the continental United States,
suddenly Republicans insist on short-
changing efforts to ensure the deadly
Ebola virus doesn’t reemerge to pay for
Zika response. The money they would
take from Ebola isn’t nearly enough to
prevent the spread of the deadly Zika
virus that especially endangers preg-
nant women and children who could be
born with very severe disabilities.

If the previous question is defeated,
Mr. HASTINGS will amend the rule to
offer my bill, H.R. 5044, as a substitute,
providing the full $1.9 billion the ad-
ministration requested without offsets
to ensure an adequate response to Zika
that doesn’t rob our Ebola response. I
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the
previous question.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Let me begin by thanking my good
friend for her wonderful work on that
committee. She has had the oppor-
tunity to serve on her subcommittee
when she was a subcommittee chair-
man and now to work with her ranking
member. There is no better person than
NITA LOWEY on that committee.

However, we are going to disagree a
little bit here. First of all, when you
say the bill only provides a third, of
course, you have already got a third.
The first $600 million is the first third.
That has already been deployed. It is
being spent. This is the next third. The
remaining third is money that will be
spent—by the way, not this year, but
next year—and it will be presented in
the normal appropriations bills.

I happen to chair one of those com-
mittees, the so-called Labor-HHS Sub-
committee, the Subcommittee on
Labor, Health and Human Services,
and Education. We will have hundreds
of millions of dollars in that bill for
next year’s Zika response. So to sug-
gest that somebody is being short-
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changed, the money is just being pru-
dently laid out at an appropriate pace
and paid for along the way. That is
point number one.

Point number two, again, this isn’t a
debate about the disease. It was this
committee and our chairman who im-
mediately responded and said: You
have extra money left.

Now, by the way, the Ebola money, if
you go back and look at the legisla-
tion, is Ebola and other infectious dis-
eases.
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In other words, when Congress appro-
priated that, they knew they might be
appropriating more than was needed
for Ebola and there might be other cri-
ses to come up. So that money is being
used exactly the way it is supposed to
be used.

The Appropriations Committee has
assured that both the CDC and the NIH
and the administration that, should ad-
ditional money be required—and there
is still almost $2 million of Ebola
money—and if you need more and you
are going to spend it over the next sev-
eral years, come back and we will sit
down and we will work with you and
get you the money.

So this suggestion that somehow the
fight against Ebola has been sidelined
or cut short or shortchanged, again, is
simply not true.

My friends use a lot of rhetoric here,
largely to hide the fact that while we
have got plenty of available money
both set aside in the normal appropria-
tions process and certainly in this bill
of Chairman ROGERS to pay for things,
they just simply want to add it to the
national debt. They don’t want to use
available resources. They don’t want to
operate within the normal Appropria-
tions Committee, I guess because they
want to spend that money someplace
else.

To suggest that anybody is disingen-
uous or shortchanging either Zika or
Ebola simply doesn’t square with re-
ality. It was Congress, after all—a Re-
publican majority in the House and a
Democratic majority in the Senate,
but, frankly, a genuinely bipartisan ef-
fort—that voted the $5 billion-plus for
Ebola in the first place.

Last year, the President asked for a
billion-dollar increase at the National
Institutes of Health. We gave him a $2
billion increase. I can’t remember the
precise number last year, but I do re-
member we appropriated more for the
Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention than the President requested.

So it is not as if these things are not
a priority. I think they are a priority
on both sides of the aisle. We have
proven that by bringing appropriations
bills to the floor beyond what the
President requested. But we think the
prudent thing to do is not just willy-
nilly add $1.9 billion worth of debt on
the American taxpayer, particularly
when the money is at hand to pay for
what we need right now and we have an
appropriations bill coming up in June
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where the rest of it can be taken care
of and we can actually monitor this
thing.

On the Ebola crisis, we may well
have appropriated more than we needed
to. That is why we have the other in-
fectious diseases. In fact, if you look at
the administration’s budget proposal,
they actually were taking $40 million
out of this same pot of money to spend
on unrelated malaria suppression
abroad.

I am not quarreling with that—that
is fine—but it suggests, again, even the
administration thought, ‘“Well, maybe
there is more money than we need in
here for Ebola, or we can count on Con-
gress to come back,” which, by the
way, is true if they need more money.

This is all about trying to cir-
cumvent the appropriations process
and trying to add debt when there are
sufficient resources available. If there
were not, then that would be another
matter. I agree with my friends: the re-
sponse is important. But in this case,
because the response is spread out over
2 years, you have plenty of time. And
this is a relatively modest amount of
money. This isn’t like an $80 billion ex-
penditure that we had for Hurricane
Sandy. We can do this in a thoughtful
and prudent way and avoid the debt
that is associated with emergency
spending.

We want to continue to work with
the administration. We have dem-
onstrated in the past that we are will-
ing to fund NIH and CDC above admin-
istration-recommended levels. We re-
sponded quickly during the Ebola
emergency. We think this is the appro-
priate way to go.

The Senate is moving a vehicle, as we
all know. At some point, if we pass
this—and I think we will—we will sit
down with our friends, and we will
hammer out a common response. But,
again, do remember that nothing is not
being done for lack of money. Every-
thing the administration has wanted to
do to date, it has had the resources to
do. And we will continue to make sure
that it does.

At the end of the day, we think they
ought to be paid for, since we have the
ability to do that. And that is what we
are trying to accomplish: keep debt off
the back of the American taxpayer, if
we possibly can. In this case, we can
and we should.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, before yielding to my
good friend from Texas, I include in the
RECORD a letter from the White House
over the signature of Shaun Donovan,
the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, and Susan Rice, Na-
tional Security Adviser, directed to the
Speaker of the House, PAUL D. RYAN,
on April 26, 2016.
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THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, DC, April 26, 2016.
Hon. PAUL D. RYAN,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER RYAN: As you are aware, on
February 22, the Administration transmitted
to Congress its formal request for $1.9 billion
in emergency supplemental funding to ad-
dress the public health threat posed by the
Zika virus. Sixty-four days have passed since
this initial request; yet still Congress has
not acted.

Since the time the Administration trans-
mitted its request, the public health threat
posed by the Zika virus has increased. After
careful review of existing evidence, sci-
entists at the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention (CDC) concluded that the
Zika virus is a cause of microcephaly and
other severe fetal brain defects. The Zika
virus has spread in Puerto Rico, American
Samoa, the U.S. Virgin Islands and abroad.
As of April 20, there were 891 confirmed Zika
cases in the continental United States and
U.S. territories, including 81 pregnant
women with confirmed cases of Zika. Based
on similar experiences with other diseases
transmitted by the Aedes aegypti mosquito—
believed to be the primary carrier of the
Zika virus—scientists at the CDC expect
there could be local transmission within the
continental U.S. in the summer months. Up-
dated estimate range maps show that these
mosquitoes have been found in cities as far
north as San Francisco, Kansas City and
New York City.

In the absence of action from Congress to
address the Zika virus, the Administration
has taken concrete and aggressive steps to
help keep America safe from this growing
public health threat. The Administration is
working closely with State and local govern-
ments to prepare for outbreaks in the conti-
nental United States and to respond to the
current outbreak in Puerto Rico and other
U.S. territories. We are expanding mosquito
control surveillance and laboratory capac-
ity; developing improved diagnostics as well
as vaccines; supporting affected expectant
mothers, and supporting other Zika response
efforts in Puerto Rico, the U.S. territories,
the continental United States, and abroad.
These efforts are crucial, but they are costly
and they fall well outside of current agency
appropriations. To meet these immediate
needs, the Administration conducted a care-
ful examination of existing Ebola balances
and identified $510 million to redirect to-
wards Zika response activities. We have also
redirected an additional $79 million from
other activities. This reprogramming, while
necessary, is not without cost. It is particu-
larly painful at a time when state and local
public health departments are already
strained.

While this immediate infusion of resources
is necessary to enable the Administration to
take critical first steps in our response to
the public health threat posed by Zika, it is
insufficient. Without significant additional
appropriations this summer, the Nation’s ef-
forts to comprehensively respond to the dis-
ease will be severely undermined. In par-
ticular, the Administration may need to sus-
pend crucial activities, such as mosquito
control and surveillance in the absence of
emergency supplemental funding. State and
local governments that manage mosquito
control and response operations will not be
able to hire needed responders to engage in
mosquito mitigation efforts. Additionally,
the Administration’s ability to move to the
next phase of vaccine development, which re-
quires multi-year commitments from the
Government to encourage the private sector
to prioritize Zika research and development,
could be jeopardized. Without emergency
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supplemental funding, the development of
faster and more accurate diagnostic tests
also will be impeded. The Administration
may not be able to conduct follow up of chil-
dren born to pregnant women with Zika to
better understand the range of Zika impacts,
particularly those health effects that are not
evident at birth. The supplemental request is
also needed to replenish the amounts that we
are now spending from our Ebola accounts to
fund Zika-related activities. This will ensure
we have sufficient contingency funds to ad-
dress unanticipated needs related to both
Zika and Ebola. As we have seen with both
Ebola and Zika, there are still many un-
knowns about the science and scale of the
outbreak and how it will impact mothers,
babies, and health systems domestically and
abroad.

The Administration is pleased to learn
that there is bipartisan support for providing
emergency funding to address the Zika cri-
sis, but we remain concerned about the ade-
quacy and speed of this response. To properly
protect the American public, and in par-
ticular pregnant women and their newborns,
Congress must fund the Administration’s re-
quest of $1.9 billion and find a path forward
to address this public health emergency im-
mediately. The American people deserve ac-
tion now. With the summer months fast ap-
proaching, we continue to believe that the
Zika supplemental should not be considered
as part of the regular appropriations process,
as it relates to funding we must receive this
year in order to most effectively prepare for
and mitigate the impact of the virus.

We urge you to pass free-standing emer-
gency supplemental funding legislation at
the level requested by the Administration
before Congress leaves town for the Memo-
rial Day recess. We look forward to working
with you to protect the safety and health of
all Americans.

Sincerely,
SHAUN DONOVAN,
Director, The Office of
Management and
Budget.
SUSAN RICE,
National Security Ad-
Visor.

Mr. HASTINGS. Excerpting from
that letter a portion of the first para-
graph on the second page, let me read
what is said, in partial response to my
good friend from Oklahoma:

“Without significant additional ap-
propriations this summer, the Nation’s
efforts to comprehensively respond to
the disease will be severely under-
mined. In particular, the administra-
tion may need to suspend crucial ac-
tivities, such as mosquito control and
surveillance, in the absence of emer-
gency supplemental funding.

‘“State and local governments that
manage mosquito control and response
operations will not be able to hire
needed responders to engage in mos-
quito mitigation efforts. Additionally,
the administration’s ability to move to
the next phase of vaccine development,
which requires multiyear commit-
ments from the government to encour-
age the private sector to prioritize
Zika research and development, could
be jeopardized.

“Without emergency supplemental
funding, the development of faster and
more accurate diagnostic tests also
will be impeded. The administration
may not be able to conduct followup of
children born to pregnant women with
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Zika to better understand the range of
Zika impacts, particularly those health
effects that are not evident at birth.

“The supplemental request is also
needed to replenish the amounts that
we are now spending from our Ebola
accounts to fund Zika-related activi-
ties. This will ensure we have sufficient
contingency funds to address unantici-
pated needs related to both Zika and
Ebola. As we have seen with both Ebola
and Zika, there are still many un-
knowns about the science and scale of
the outbreak and how it will impact
mothers, babies, and health systems
domestically and abroad.”

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. AL GREEN),
my good friend.

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, I am concerned. I am concerned be-
cause, while the mosquito is not the
unbeatable foe, it is the deadliest liv-
ing organism on the Earth. The dead-
liest life form is the mosquito.

Annually, the mosquito kills 1 mil-
lion humans, mostly from malaria, I
must tell you, but I must tell you that
they also kill by way of the West Nile
virus. In Houston, Texas, we have had
people contract the West Nile virus. We
have people die. I would also mention
that they are the greatest survivors.
They survived the dinosaurs.

We are dealing with a deadly foe.
Make no mistake, the size should not
in any way cause us to believe that
this is something we can take as less
than a deadly enemy that we have to
confront.

The World Health Organization has
indicated that there may be as many as
4 million cases of the Zika virus from
Zika-carrying mosquitoes in the Amer-
icas. As of February 1, we had seven
confirmed cases in Houston, Texas.

It appears, from what I have read,
that standing water activates them. It
appears that rain can activate these
mosquitos. If this is true, in Houston,
Texas, given that we have just had the
so-called tax day flood and because we
are still being inundated with rain
quite regularly—an 80 percent chance
of rain today in Houston, an 80 percent
chance tomorrow—it appears that we
have the makings of a special problem
in Houston, Texas.

So, I am gravely concerned. I hope
that we do all that we can to make
sure that we get the necessary equip-
ment and the necessary funding so that
this enemy can be confronted properly.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by actu-
ally agreeing with my friends and, cer-
tainly, my good friend from Texas. He
is right about the danger that we are
dealing with. My friend from Florida is
certainly right about the severity of
this. I think where they are wrong is
the suggestion that nothing has been
done; $600 million has been deployed.

This bill is actually a response to the
very letter that my good friend from
Florida read. This does provide the
next third of the requested money by
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the administration. And, frankly, the
bill extends this into next year to ad-
dress the concerns my friend expressed
about having a multiyear commitment.

The money in here for the National
Institutes of Health, which is the lead
agency in developing vaccine and
diagnostics, is fully funded for what
they have asked to be funded for next
year. So this actually does that.

Now, we will have an additional bill
through committee in June where we
will provide additional resources for
the CDC for next year and whatever
other things needed.

The total spending here on both sides
is about the same. It is being deployed
right now. This is a response to some of
the concerns. What concerns my
friends, I think, is they would just pre-
fer not to pay for it. They would just
prefer to add it to the national debt.
Well, gosh, that is a great thing to do,
but that is probably how we ended up
with a deficit of over half a billion dol-
lars for FY 2017 and a national debt of
over $19 trillion.

If this were something that we
couldn’t handle any other way—that
we only had an emergency—I would
agree with my friends. I did that when
we had the Sandy relief. There was no
other way for something that large.
That is not the case here. This is $1.9
billion. Most of that money is coming
out of the Labor-HHS bill, which, by
the way, spends $163 billion a year.

If you can’t fund $1.9 billion spaced
over 2 years in a bill that provides in
that period of time around $320 billion,
you are just not trying.

This is all about being able to spend
someplace else. And, again, not one
thing has not been done. Everything
that anybody in the Federal Govern-
ment has wanted to do, they have been
able to do. In addition, the Ebola
money is not just the Ebola money; it
is Ebola and other infectious diseases.
That is what it was there for. It was
not just meant to be spent only on
Ebola.

Even after the $600 million, even
after the money that is offset in this
bill, which is roughly at $350 million,
that fund still will have almost $2 bil-
lion in it that can deploy any way
against infectious diseases that the ad-
ministration says it needs, and it has
the commitment of Appropriations,
which has demonstrated again and
again that it will do this: If you run
short in this area, we will backfill.
That is why we have appropriations
bills moving now. We can take care of
you. But we can do it within the budget
limits negotiated with the administra-
tion. That is prudent management of
the money.

So, given the track record here, both
in responding on Ebola and putting
more money in the NIH and the Cen-
ters for Disease Control than the ad-
ministration expected and now moving
quickly to be helpful here, I think we
have either a misunderstanding or a
manufactured crisis.

There is no crisis. There is a real
challenge, and money needs to move
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toward it now. That is exactly what we
have done. That is exactly what we are
doing in this bill. That is exactly what
we will do in the appropriations bills
that will be presented in Congress as
the appropriations season progresses.

With that, I want to reassure my
friend that the resources will be there.
They have been there thus far. They
will continue to be there.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DOGGETT), my good friend.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, the in-
difference by some in this Congress to
a looming public health crisis is truly
stunning.

This Republican bill cuts the emer-
gency funding request for the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention by
80 percent. That is $4 out of every $5 it
asks for that will be eliminated.

The Zika virus is a terrible virus. It
eats away at the brain of a fetus and
results in a family tragedy of a child
who is born with very severe birth de-
fects. It will require costly lifetime
care.
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Zika can be sexually transmitted,
and it has spread to many parts of
Texas. We have Texas-tough mosqui-
toes, and the season is just beginning
there. We are on the cusp of an epi-
demic spreading across our region;
meanwhile, the Republicans are refus-
ing to provide the resources to prevent
it.

Now, I appreciate the very reassuring
words that we have been hearing here,
but just this morning I sat down and
met with the Director of the Centers
for Disease Control, Dr. Tom Frieden,
and I asked him: What difference does
it make that $4 out of every $5 you
have asked for are being cut?

He said in our discussion: If this Re-
publican bill is approved to deny this
vital CDC and NIH funding, we will not
be able to develop the tools to diagnose
the virus, combat the mosquitoes, and
develop a safe and effective wvaccine
against it.

He said: We cannot monitor all of
those who are being infected, have al-
ready been infected, and the neighbors
around them that another mosquito
bite might transmit the virus to them.

He said: We cannot get back to Texas
and other States’ general emergency
preparedness funds that we have taken
away in order to try to fight the Zika
virus.

To do the job effectively, this Admin-
istration needs more than four months
of temporary funding. It needs long-
term contracting authority to get at
this crisis and to prevent it.

I think that disease control and pre-
vention represents some of our best
and most effective investments in
health. We can save a lifetime of suf-
fering to so many families, and we can
save millions of dollars of public and
private monies that these children
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born with severe birth defects will
have.

The gentleman is correct that the
Republican Senate is considering this
matter. In fact, it not only considered
it, but, finally, yesterday it approved
legislation that offers almost twice as
much in the way of resources to ad-
dress this crisis as the bill the gen-
tleman is promoting today includes.

I say let’s join together and reject
this rule—reject it, and demand that
the Republican leadership respond with
the funding necessary to protect fami-
lies across America from an emerging
Zika tragedy.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I want to always recognize my good
friend from Texas, who is really one of
my good friends in this body.

But I am not surprised that the Sen-
ate bill is twice as much money be-
cause it runs for twice the time. This
bill runs to September 30th. The Sen-
ate bill runs until September 30, 2017,
so they are not materially that dif-
ferent.

What we have said is we would deal
with next year’s problem in the appro-
priations process for this year.

Now, again, I know my friend’s con-
cern is legitimate. I do. I don’t have
any doubt about it. But I point out one
more time, $600 million has been appro-
priated or has been made available.
This is an additional $600 million. This
$1.2 billion for the time of this fiscal
year is actually more than the admin-
istration had planned to spend in this
period. It reaches into next year, but
they will have it available for this year
if they need it.

They have another nearly $2 billion
in Ebola/other infectious diseases
money, and they have the assurance
that additional things are coming.

The only difference here is, are you
going to pay for it? Or are you just
going to add it to the national credit
card, another $2 billion, roughly, on
the national debt, when you have the
resources and the time available to op-
erate within the appropriation system?

So this debate, as I have said repeat-
edly, isn’t about Zika. It is about
whether you pay to deal with Zika, or
whether you would just like to do
whatever you want to do and forget
about paying for it.

Unfortunately, we don’t have that
luxury indefinitely. So this is a respon-
sible, well-thought-through measure. It
is fully paid for.

Nobody is short of resources, nobody
will be short of resources. The money
is available to do whatever the admin-
istration wants to do. It is well aware
of that fact. And these are additional
resources deployed here, with the as-
surance of other resources that will be
deployed during the course of the nor-
mal appropriations process.

So I fail to see, when the amount of
money is essentially the same on both
sides over essentially the same period,
why we keep going back and acting as
if this $600 million is all there is. There
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is another 600 that has already been
spent. There is more coming. It is com-
ing in a regular way.

The only thing that upsets my
friends on the other side is it is being
paid for. I mean, how outrageous: we
are actually going to pay for a govern-
ment activity that is important for us
to accomplish, with the assurance that
if more is needed, more will be made
available.

Mr. Speaker, that is the simple dif-
ference here, despite all the discussion
about the disease, about readiness, is
who is willing to pay for what needs to
be done and who, frankly, would just
prefer to put on it the national credit
card.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I am
very pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GENE
GREEN), my very good friend.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, Members, I thank my col-
league from the Committee on Rules
and my classmate for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the rule and to H.R. 5243.

The last three Democratic speakers
are from Texas. The Southeastern
States are ground zero for Zika and
other diseases. It is the first known
vector-borne disease to cause
microcephaly and other severe fetal
brain defects.

Our knowledge of the disease and
how it is transmitted and its complica-
tions have evolved rapidly since the
epidemic began, but there is still a lot
unknown. We do not have rapid diag-
nostic tests or an effective vaccine
against this virus.

The mosquito vector is actively
present in several parts of the United
States, including Houston and the
Southern States. Current vector con-
trol efforts are uncoordinated and inad-
equate.

Cases of Zika are being introduced
frequently by returning travelers, and
mosquito season is rapidly approaching
our community.

As of May 11, there were more than
1,200 confirmed Zika cases in the conti-
nental U.S. and U.S. territories. Robust
action is required to protect Ameri-
cans, and this bill falls dramatically
short of the response this epidemic de-
mands.

H.R. 5243 only provides a third of the
funds necessary to respond to a Zika
outbreak and, even worse, a large por-
tion of the funding is taken from
money Congress has appropriated to re-
spond to the Ebola crisis. We are tak-
ing money away from researching
Ebola cures to put on Zika. Ebola will
not go away. We cannot rob Peter to
pay Paul.

My good friend from Oklahoma, I
know in 2003, we sent legislators up to
his district. I hope in Texas we don’t
send mosquitos up to his district, be-
cause that could happen.

Congress has a constitutional and
moral duty to protect the health and
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welfare of our country. I am saddened
to say this bill fails to uphold our re-
sponsibilities to the American people.

Crises of this magnitude demand ro-
bust, multi-year investments in our
public health infrastructure, vaccine,
diagnostic development, and trans-
mission control.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. HASTINGS. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Funding
to fight the Zika virus must be treated
as an emergency that is similar to past
emergencies, like Ebola and HIN1 vi-
ruses. It should not be offset or use pre-
viously appropriated funds for other
public health priorities. Doing so will
only continue the broken cycle of
lurching from outbreak to outbreak.

Even worse, this bill only funds the
Department of Health and Human
Services’ response until September 30.
Mosquitos don’t follow our fiscal year.
This threat is real, immediate, and
grave.

On behalf of American families,
mothers, and the next generation, we
must do better.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this bill and bring meaningful legisla-
tion to the floor that adequately and
responsibly funds our response to the
Zika virus.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

My good friend, Mr. GENE GREEN—
and he is my good friend—as I recall,
those Texas legislators were called the
Killer Bees. And if you want to com-
pare them to mosquitos, I will leave
you that luxury and that political risk.
We just call Texas legislators welcome
guests. So they are welcome to come
any time.

In terms of the point, though, I think
I agree with much of what you say,
other than the last part of what you
said about adequately, responsibly
funding. That is exactly what we are
doing.

The total amount of money here we
are talking about, my friends keep for-
getting about this $600 million that has
already been deployed, and they keep
suggesting that this is like only Ebola
money.

That is not the way the legislation is
written. It is written for Ebola and
other infectious diseases. In other
words, we are using that money ex-
actly the way we are supposed to use
it, not shortchanging anybody.

If we need money later—because this
is money that is to be spent over mul-
tiple years—we will come back and put
it in. But that money, frankly, if it had
not been available, there would not
have been an immediate response pos-
sible. It was available, so it is being
used in the appropriate way.

This is the next third. So when we
hear this talk about only a third of
what the administration requested, we
have already done a third. We are get-
ting ready to do the next third, and we
are telling you, in bills that are coming

The
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to the floor, both State and foreign
ops, and Labor-HHS, that there will be
additional money that will essentially
total about what the administration
has asked to spend.

We recognize that these things do de-
velop, do change. Our understanding of
them changes over time. This is actu-
ally a thoughtful way to do this. But
the assurance has been made: if you
need more money, then you have got
it. We will work with you. We will find
a way to do it. Our assistance is, if we
can pay for it, then we do pay for it;
and that is exactly what we do in this
bill.

We hear comparisons, erroneous com-
parisons, you are only doing half as
much as the Republicans in the Senate.
No. We are doing it through September
30 of this year. They are doing it
through September 30 of next year. The
amounts are essentially about the
same.

The difference, then, is also the
same, frankly, with all due respect to
my friends in the Senate, we are offset-
ting and paying for this. And that just
seems, to us, the prudent way to do it,
not to put more debt on the back of the
American taxpayer when you don’t
have to.

If we had some emergency that called
for hundreds of billions of dollars or
something of that nature, that would
be different. That is not what we are
dealing with here.

Now, I have a lot of respect for my
friend’s concerns, but the chairman of
our committee actually led a delega-
tion to South America partially on this
issue recently. I happened to have the
privilege of going along with Chairman
ROGERS.

We stopped in Peru, where there is a
Naval research station we have oper-
ated for decades. It normally focuses
on tropical diseases—we have a lot of
issues with that when our military is
deployed in those areas—but it is work-
ing around the clock on Zika and is
doing some great work.

Then we went to Brazil, which is
really the epicenter of this outbreak;
sat down and talked with the Centers
for Disease Control people on the
ground, which we did; talked with the
Brazilian government, which we did;
saw, as Brazil was deploying literally
hundreds of thousands, 220,000 of its
own military personnel, to go door to
door.

So I think probably Chairman ROG-
ERS has as good a grasp, with all due
respect, as anybody in this body on
what is being done, what needs to be
done, and how to proceed.

At every step along the way, he has
shown that resources are going to be
made available. They have been, but
they are being made available in a re-
sponsible, prudent way, with appro-
priate oversight, in a timely manner,
but in a manner which is offset and
paid for.

That is what I think the American
people want us to do: take care of what
is important, do it right, do it respon-
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sibly, and pay for it if you have the
funds available before you automati-
cally add it to the credit card that our
kids and grandkids are going to some-
day have to pay off.

So we will continue to work with our
friends. We will work with our col-
leagues in the Senate. But to suggest
for 1 minute that the Federal Govern-
ment doesn’t have the resources it
needs, when it has much more than it
has asked sitting still unobligated in
funds, is just simply not the case. It
has the money it needs. It is getting
the resources in the right way. We are
simply paying for them.

I know that is hard for some of my
friends to accept, but it is actually the
appropriate way to proceed. We actu-
ally should do more of this in this body
rather than less.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it has become clear that
the Republican leadership has either
abdicated its authority to govern to
the far right of its party, or never had
the wherewithal to do so in the first
place.
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Either way, the American people are
tired of this majority’s inability to ad-
dress the issues facing our country.

During the 114th Congress, Repub-
licans have brought to the floor bills
with absolutely no hope of becoming
law, strictly partisan measures that
were more messaging bills than serious
legislative proposals. We saw it a cou-
ple of weeks ago with a string of bills
attacking the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice to score political points during tax
day.

None of that is going to become law.
We have seen it with bills to weaken
environmental protections or to limit a
woman’s right to choose. Now we see it
with a bill that the President has
threatened to veto because Republicans
have included ideological riders. The
majority seems to be more focused on
scoring political points than actually
getting to the business of governing.

Our friends on the other side of the
aisle attempt to merely swat away the
looming public health crisis posed by
the Zika virus. This approach is as
lacking in leadership as it is callous. I
can guarantee you that the mosquitos
carrying the Zika virus do not care if
you are a Democrat or a Republican.
They do not care if the money used to
stop them is offset. But I can promise
my Republican friends, pinching pen-
nies on basic investments to address a
public health emergency will inevi-
tably heighten costs—in dollars and
lives—down the road.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘no” vote on
the rule.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, in closing, 1
want to thank, as always, my good
friend from Florida. He is truly a de-
light to work with, one of the really
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great Members in this body. Not sur-
prisingly, he knows I disagree with him
on his characterization of the current
Congress, because saying that we
haven’t done anything is forgetting
what has actually happened.

This is the first Congress to pass a
multiyear highway bill since 2005 and
the first one to overhaul common edu-
cation since 2002. Last week, we had
opioid legislation on this floor that we
all know is critical and is certainly
going to come into law, and it will be
funded. We had the first real human
trafficking bill; an overhaul of the Vet-
erans Administration; a budget agree-
ment that meant we had no closures
and no debt crisis; more funding for the
National Institutes of Health—it has
been one of the central issues in this
debate—than the President asked for
last year, more new funding; and the
same thing for the Centers for Disease
Control. So I actually argue it has been
a pretty productive Congress in many,
many ways.

In terms of Zika, though, let’s again
get back and just clarify things. The
President asked for $1.9 billion in emer-
gency funding. The chairman of the
Appropriations Committee imme-
diately said: You have got plenty of
money. Use whatever you want; $600
million of that was used. If you need
that replenished, we will replenish that
in the normal course of appropriations.

He now brings to the floor a bill that
carries the next third of the funding
that the administration has asked for,
fully offset, money that is more than
they expect to spend from now until
September 30. Some of that money is
available into next year, certainly the
money that the NIH would need for
diagnostics and vaccines. We will bring
to the floor the rest of it.

So the only thing that we really dif-
fer on is should we pay for this major
effort or not when we have the re-
sources. We have the resources. Ours is
paid for. The administration’s proposal
is not. It is just that simple. Do you
just want to add $1.9 billion, or do you
want to responsibly work the problem?

This committee, the Appropriations
Committee, has been at the forefront of
responding to this every step along the
way. It will continue to do so. We will
work with our friends.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, the Con-
stitution gives the Congress the power
of the purse. Article I, section 9 gives
that authority to Congress. While the
President has every right and duty to
submit a supplemental appropriations
request, it is the duty of Congress to
examine that request and provide for
the funds and conditions it feels appro-
priate to execute them. That is exactly
what we have done on Zika, and that is
exactly what we have done on
MILCON-VA.

With that in mind, I would encourage
my friends to support the rule and the
underlying legislation.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. HASTINGS is as follows:
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AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 736 OFFERED BY
MR. HASTINGS

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections:

SEC. 6. Immediately upon adoption of this
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 5044) making supple-
mental appropriations for fiscal year 2016 to
respond to Zika virus. The first reading of
the bill shall be dispensed with. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided among and controlled by the chair
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and the chair and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on the Budget. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule. All points of order against
provisions in the bill are waived. At the con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive day the House shall, immediately after
the third daily order of business under clause
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of
the Whole for further consideration of the
bill.

SEC. 7. Clause 1(c) of rule XLX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 5044.

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about
what the House should be debating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘“‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
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resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: “Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule . ... When the
motion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”’

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled
““‘Amending Special Rules” states: ‘“‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.”” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘“Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

————

PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID-
ERATION OF H.R. 4909, NATIONAL
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 735 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 735

Resolved, That at any time after adoption
of this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant
to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 4909)
to authorize appropriations for fiscal year
2017 for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense and for military construc-
tion, to prescribe military personnel
strengths for such fiscal year, and for other
purposes.

SEC. 2. (a) No further amendment to the
bill, as amended, shall be in order except
those printed in the report of the Committee
on Rules accompanying this resolution and
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amendments en bloc described in section 3 of
this resolution.

(b) Bach further amendment printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules shall be
considered only in the order printed in the
report, may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be considered as
read, shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent,
shall not be subject to amendment, and shall
not be subject to a demand for division of the
question in the House or in the Committee of
the Whole.

(c) All points of order against the further
amendments printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules or amendments en bloc
described in section 3 of this resolution are
waived.

SEcC. 3. It shall be in order at any time for
the chair of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices or his designee to offer amendments en
bloc consisting of amendments printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution not earlier disposed
of. Amendments en bloc offered pursuant to
this section shall be considered as read, shall
be debatable for 20 minutes equally divided
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Armed
Services or their designees, shall not be sub-
ject to amendment, and shall not be subject
to a demand for division of the question in
the House or in the Committee of the Whole.

SEC. 4. At the conclusion of consideration
of the bill for amendment pursuant to this
resolution the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such further
amendments as may have been adopted. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Alabama is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have b legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, House Res-
olution 735 provides for continued con-
sideration of H.R. 4909, the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2017.

The resolution provides for a struc-
tured rule and makes in order 120
amendments. These amendments are
on top of the 61 amendments that were
made in order by yesterday’s rule. That
is a combined 181 amendments on one
bill.

As I mentioned during yesterday’s
debate, the NDAA process has always
been bipartisan. In fact, Congress has
successfully passed the NDAA for each
of the last 54 years. That is a really im-
pressive accomplishment. I hope this
year is no different.
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Mr. Speaker, I want to remind my
colleagues that the NDAA passed out
of the Armed Services Committee by a
vote of 60-2. That vote total is very,
very impressive and demonstrates the
bipartisan nature in which our com-
mittee, the Armed Services Com-
mittee, operates.

Another thing I really appreciate
about the NDAA process is how open it
is and how so many different Members
are able to have input into the final
product. The first round of amendment
debate yesterday was an example of a
healthy debate on a wide range of
amendments.

You look around the country, and so
many of our communities are home to
important military assets and pro-
grams. Some communities are home to
military bases where we are training
our future fighters. Other communities
contribute to our military success with
industry suppliers; and every single
community across the country is home
to servicemembers, whether Active
Duty, Guard, or Reserve. Each of these
communities faces unique challenges
and offer different perspectives. That is
why I believe it is so important that we
have such an open process to allow a
wide range of views to be discussed and
debated.

During the Armed Services Com-
mittee process, we considered 248
amendments. When you add up the
amendments considered at the com-
mittee level to the amendments we
will consider on the floor, it brings us
to a huge total of 429 amendments on
one bill. These amendments cover a
range of important issues from Na-
tional Guard to cybersecurity, to sex-
ual assault, to religious freedom, to
military health care. Looking at spe-
cific security threats we face, these
amendments address issues relating to
Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iraq, Syria, Eu-
rope, Russia, and many more places.

I know my colleague from Massachu-
setts is particularly interested in the
Authorization for Use of Military
Force, or AUMF, debate, as I am. Al-
though the Foreign Affairs Committee,
not the Armed Services Committee,
has jurisdiction over AUMFs, I was
pleased that we were able to obtain the
committee’s approval for Ms. LEE’S
amendment to be made in order so the
House can debate this issue on the
floor. I know that doesn’t go as far as
my colleague from Massachusetts
would want it to go, and I hope that
there is a time when this body, after
hearings in appropriate committees of
jurisdiction, can have a full and in-
formed debate on a new AUMF, but we
cannot do that under these cir-
cumstances today and give the Amer-
ican people the full and fair hearing
that they deserve.

A few of my colleagues have also ex-
pressed concerns about the way this
NDAA is funded. This rule makes in
order an amendment by Mr. ELLISON
that would cut money out of the over-
seas contingency operations account.
While I think these concerns are mis-
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guided, this rule allows that debate to
take place.

The rule makes in order an amend-
ment by our Rules Committee col-
league, Mr. PoLis, which would put in
place a 1 percent across-the-board re-
duction in total spending under the
NDAA. Again, I think this would be a
grave error, but this rule provides for
that important debate.

We have heard bipartisan concerns
about visa programs for certain at-risk
populations in Afghanistan, and this
amendment makes in order a bipar-
tisan amendment by Mr. BLUMENAUER
to reform the Special Immigrant Visa
program.

The rule allows for debate on another
bipartisan amendment that would re-
quire the Department of Defense to re-
port on China’s activities in the South
China Sea in their annual report on
Chinese military power. I think this is
an issue that is particularly important.

I hope this gets my point across that
we have taken a comprehensive look at
national security issues and allowed a
wide range of Members, both Repub-
licans and Democrats, to bring their
amendments forward.

We hear a lot about the need for an
open process. Again, I am very pleased
that, between the Armed Services Com-
mittee and the House floor, 429 amend-
ments will be considered. Given the
large number of amendments, I want to
thank our Rules Committee staff who
put in very late hours to help sort
through the amendments. I know it
wasn’t easy work, but we certainly ap-
preciate all that they do and the extra
hours they put in to help facilitate this
debate.

Yesterday, I outlined why the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act is so
critically important. I talked about the
critical investment the bill makes to
boost our military readiness. I dis-
cussed how the bill increases account-
ability and efficiency at the Pentagon,
and I highlighted some of the critical
reforms included in the bill.

I won’t rehash these points, but I do
want to reemphasize one Kkey point:
every day we send our servicemembers
into dangerous situations. When we do
so, we don’t send them into battle as
Democrats or Republicans. We send
them into battle as Americans.

So as we continue working through
this bill, I want to again plead with my
colleagues to avoid making this about
politics. Instead, let’s make this about
America and about ensuring our serv-
icemembers have sound policy and the
resources they need in order to keep
our country safe. We shouldn’t—and,
quite frankly, we can’t—let politics get
in the way of passing this critical na-
tional security bill. Our military men
and women deserve nothing less.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support House Resolution 735 and the
underlying bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. BYRNE) for yielding me the cus-
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tomary 30 minutes, and I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

0O 1345

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, 1
would like to thank the honorable
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, Mr. THORNBERRY, and the rank-
ing member, Mr. SMITH of Washington,
for once again working in a bipartisan
manner to bring before this House H.R.
4909, the 2017 National Defense Author-
ization Act. I don’t agree with every-
thing that is in this bill. In fact, there
is a lot I do disagree with. But I appre-
ciate that the chairman and the rank-
ing member always treat all Members
submitting amendments to the NDAA
with respect, and that is very much ap-
preciated.

But I must rise in very strong opposi-
tion to this structured rule because
there are very serious issues that merit
the time and attention of this House
that were submitted to the Rules Com-
mittee by Members from both sides of
the aisle, which have not been included
in this structured rule. Almost 200
amendments were not made in order.
As a Democrat, I am used to being shut
out by the Republican majority, but
dozens of Republican amendments were
blocked as well.

Let me say to my Republican friends
who did not have their amendment
made in order: If you don’t want this to
be a pattern, then vote ‘“‘no”” on this
rule; if you don’t want this to be a
precedent, then vote ‘“‘no’” on this rule.
Send a message to your leadership
that, in fact, you want a more open and
transparent process. Don’t go along
just to get along. Don’t be a cheap date
when it comes to an open process in
this House. The issues that are in-
volved with the Defense Authorization
Act are too important to be just
blocked with no debate, no delibera-
tion, and no votes. My friend talks
about an open process. Open process,
my foot. It is not an open process. Al-
most 200 amendments were not made in
order. That is just not right.

Mr. Speaker, if there is one thing
that disturbs me in particular about
this structured rule, it is how it fails
the American people once again in not
allowing substantial debate about the
issues of war and peace. Mr. Speaker,
nothing is more critical than the issues
of war and peace.

And once again, the Republicans on
the Rules Committee have ensured
that no amendment that deals with au-
thorizing the current U.S. military en-
gagements in Iraq, Syria, or Afghani-
stan was made in order. The only
amendment made in order is the one
offered by the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE) to repeal the 2001
AUMF for Afghanistan, an amendment
that she has courageously offered for
several years now.

Mr. Speaker, one of the amendments
not made in order was an amendment
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offered by me and several colleagues to
prohibit the use of any U.S. funds after
April 30, 2017, for the deployment of
U.S. Armed Forces to Iraq or Syria in
the fight against the Islamic State if
an AUMF has not been enacted. This
was a bipartisan amendment offered by

Representatives JONES, GARAMENDI,
YoHO, LEE of California, CICILLINE, and
myself.

And let me make one thing very
clear, Mr. Speaker: this amendment is
not an AUMF. There is not one single
syllable in this amendment that re-
flects the language of an AUMF.

The distinguished chairman of the
Armed Services Committee was very
clear during the committee markup of
the NDAA that AUMF amendments
were not the jurisdiction of his com-
mittee but, rather, the Foreign Affairs
Committee. But this amendment is not
an AUMF. And it is germane, by the
way.

My amendment only prohibits the
obligation and expenditure of funds
after April 30, which is the chairman’s
chosen date for the cutoff of all OCO
funding, and then only for the deploy-
ment of U.S. Armed Forces to Iraq and
Syria to combat ISIS, unless an au-
thorization for that purpose has been
enacted.

Quite simply, if you want the money
to fight a war, then pass an AUMF.
This amendment doesn’t care who
writes it. It doesn’t care when it is de-
bated or approved. It just requires that
an AUMF be enacted by April 30. If not,
no more funds for U.S. troops in the
air, on the water, or on the ground
until an AUMF is enacted.

All this amendment asks is that Con-
gress do its job. We ask our men and
women in the military to do their jobs,
and Heaven only knows, they carry out
their duty with courage, honor, and
professionalism. I only ask that Con-
gress do the same. This should not be
too much to ask.

We have sent our uniformed men and
women into harm’s way in Syria and
Iraq for nearly 2 years now and still
Congress refuses to do its duty and au-
thorize their deployment. We have been
bombing, we have got boots on the
ground and engaged in combat, and we
have had troops killed in action, yet
this Congress can’t seem to debate and
vote on an AUMF.

I personally believe that endless
wars, endless bombing, and an ever-ex-
panding U.S. military footprint in the
Middle East is not a substitute for ef-
forts aimed at reconciliation and polit-
ical solutions. The status quo will not
make the world more secure. I know
some of my colleagues differ with me,
and that is fine, but let’s have the de-
bate. Let’s have clarity in what we are
doing, and let’s make sure that what
we are doing works. Dodging responsi-
bility only means that these wars will
remain on remote control, and that is
sad.

Last night in the Rules Committee,
we heard lots and lots and lots of ex-
cuses. One of my favorite excuses that
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we heard last night was that 10 min-
utes would not be enough time to de-
bate such a serious matter as what my
amendment proposes. Well, Mr. Speak-
er, the Rules Committee can assign as
much time as it wants to debate an
amendment. That is what we are there
for. Two hours, 3 hours, 3 days, 3 weeks
if it wishes. That is what the Rules
Committee is supposed to do: provide
serious time to debate serious issues.

I heard that the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee should be and would be drafting
an AUMF. Fine. Terrific. If it comes
out and is enacted before April 30, then
it would fit right in with my amend-
ment. But if this House continues to
dawdle and whine and shirk its duties,
then there should be no more money
after April 30 for a war that hasn’t been
authorized by Congress.

I was told that the Republican lead-
ership doesn’t like the AUMF that the
President sent to Congress over a year
ago. Well, neither do I. I think it is too
broad. But, Mr. Speaker, if the major-
ity or anyone here doesn’t like the
President’s AUMF, then it is the duty
of Congress to draft debate and vote
upon its own version of an AUMF and
send the bill back to the President for
his signature or veto. That is how the
system works, or at least that is how it
would work if this House ever managed
to do its job.

I was told that the next President
wouldn’t have enough time to figure
out an AUMF for Iraq and Syria by
April 30. But, Mr. Speaker, I didn’t
choose April 30 as a date when all funds
for the Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations account would be cut off. That
date is built into the NDAA already. If
April 30 is enough time for a new Presi-
dent and new Congress to ask for more
money for these wars that are supple-
mental, then it should be plenty of
time for Congress to take up and de-
bate an AUMF.

Now, of course, this Congress or the
next one should and could take up an
AUMF any day it so desires. I remem-
ber, in 2014, that Speaker Boehner told
us that it would be better for the 114th
Congress to debate and pass an AUMF
for Iraq and Syria rather than the 113th
Congress. Well, here we are 16%2 months
into the 114th Congress with no
thought of taking up an AUMF on bat-
tling the Islamic State.

I guess this Congress is just too
damned chicken to do its job when it
comes to war, and we are going to kick
the can into the 115th Congress or
maybe the 116th Congress. Enough with
the excuses, enough. In fact, I remem-
ber, last year, Speaker RYAN said an
AUMF for Iraq and Syria for the war
against the Islamic State would be one
of the first things this Congress would
take up this year. Well, here we are in
the middle of May and there is no
AUMF in sight, just the same old tired
excuses, the same cowardice, the same
political posturing.

There is no shortage of Members of
Congress talking tough against ISIS.
We hear it all the time on the House
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floor. But let’s be honest: that takes
absolutely no courage at all. None of us
are on the frontlines in Syria or Iraq.
We are all safe and sound in the U.S.
Capitol.

But think for a minute. What must
be going through the minds of our
troops when they see a Congress that
doesn’t even have the guts to debate
these wars while they have been put in
harm’s way?

Every single Member of this House
should be ashamed. Our collective si-
lence—our collective indifference—is
dismissive of our constitutional re-
sponsibility. This Chamber is guilty of
moral cowardice.

Mr. Speaker, there are nearly 200 rea-
sons to oppose this rule, and that is
how many of the amendments sub-
mitted to the Rules Committee were
not made in order under either the first
rule to the NDAA or today’s rule. Basi-
cally, 50 percent of all amendments
submitted are not being allowed a
chance to be heard.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
rule. I urge my colleagues to show
some backbone and demand that the
majority leadership of this House carry
out its constitutional duty to debate
and vote on an AUMF for Iraq and
Syria.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

My colleague from Massachusetts
raises some very important points. It
would be appropriate for our Foreign
Affairs Committee to take up those
points and consider them after we have
had a lot of hearings, including an op-
portunity for a notice to the American
people so the American people can be
heard.

Coming up with this sort of an idea
that it is just going to come through
the Rules Committee without any
hearing, without any real expertise in
the Rules Committee to consider it,
and then putting it on the floor for
limited debate is not the way to do it.

Now, I must admit I have some res-
ervations about establishing a hard
stop of April 30 of next year. Saying
that we are going to allow the next
President to come forward with a new
OCO proposal before April 30 of next
year, which we did 8 years ago, is not
the same thing. What my colleague is
proposing is a hard stop. That is ex-
actly what the President did in Iraq: a
hard stop. We pulled out, and look
what happened: absolute chaos, a na-
tion that has gone from being a nation
into being a nation in total dissolution.

We came close to doing the same
thing in Afghanistan. Thankfully, the
President has pulled back from that.
Because when we telegraph to our en-
emies, ‘“‘Hey, we are out of here after a
certain date,” they know when we are
leaving, they know when we are stop-
ping, and they know exactly how to
time their activities against us. I don’t
think we should give that opportunity
to our enemies.

Now, I completely agree with my col-
league from Massachusetts that we
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need a new AUMF. I have said that on
multiple occasions. I have signed let-
ters to that effect. And I do believe
that we have a situation in Syria that
is not authorized, as it should be under
the law.

Why are we in this situation? Be-
cause we have yet to receive a strategy
from the Obama administration on how
to prosecute that war. We had the gen-
tlewoman from Hawaii (Ms. GABBARD)
before the committee last night. She
has fought over there. She knows this
better than just about anybody in this
room. She laid out clear deficiencies in
the administration’s so-called plan,
which they sent over to the Armed
Services Committee 45 days later, and
only after we had to browbeat the Sec-
retary of Defense to meeting its statu-
tory responsibility.

And she laid out clearly what we
need to do in terms of a strategy. We
have yet to get that from the Com-
mander in Chief of our own Armed
Forces. If we would get that, if we
would get a clear strategy for victory,
not a clear strategy for some pie in the
sky, we are going to arm some Free
Syrian Army that is not working, then
I think we could have something to
work on to bring to this floor. The
problem is we are having to put our-
selves in the place of the Commander
in Chief, which is not what the Con-
stitution calls for, nor will it work. We
are going to continue to struggle with
this because of the failure of this ad-
ministration, not because of the failure
of this House.

I agree with the gentleman: I want to
see a new AUMF. I want to see it go
through hearings. I want to see it de-
bated on this floor so I can vote for it
or against it, and everybody can vote
for it or against it. But the proposal he
makes is not the right way to do that,
so I hope that we continue to reject it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

With respect to the gentleman, I
don’t think we agree with each other.
The reason why we are doing this is be-
cause Congress has failed to act. The
time for an AUMF is before you put
troops in harm’s way. Some of us tried
before we entered into this latest Syr-
ian war to actually have a debate on an
AUMPF, and we were denied that oppor-
tunity. We are reengaged in Iraq. We
asked before we did that, ‘‘Let’s have
an AUMF,” and we were denied that
opportunity. We have been denied and
denied and denied and denied.

All we are saying is that we ought to
do our job. The President submitted an
AUMF to Congress. He did his job. You
don’t like it—I don’t like what he sub-
mitted either—but he did his job. He
doesn’t control what we do here. We de-
cide what to do. The Foreign Affairs
Committee 2 years ago could have
taken this issue up. They didn’t. They
are not taking it up now. Here we are
2 years into these latest conflicts and
nothing. It is shameful. Come on. We
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ought to come together, even if we dis-
agree on what our strategy should be,
and debate this.
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We have no trouble sending our
young men and women into harm’s
way; yet when it comes to doing our
job, all of a sudden we have 1,000 ex-
cuses why we can’t do it. That is unac-
ceptable.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr. KIL-
MER).

Mr. KILMER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the NDAA is about en-
suring that we have the best trained
and equipped fighting force in the
world. It is about honoring our com-
mitment to the men and women who
serve and to their families. It is not
about targeting proud Americans sim-
ply based on who they love; but this
rule would effectively discriminate
against LGBT men and women who
serve our Nation as private contrac-
tors.

This rule runs contrary to our values.
It runs contrary to what we believe in.
It runs contrary to the idea that we
treat everyone with equal respect. It
also runs contrary to what the major-
ity said it wants—a transparent proc-
ess, allowing the House to work its
will. This rule blocks an amendment
that was offered by my Republican col-
league, CHARLIE DENT, to strip this dis-
criminatory provision from even being
considered.

As we approach Memorial Day, our
focus should be on providing our serv-
icemembers with the proper tools so
that they may carry out their mis-
sions, not on pushing forward provi-
sions that target LGBT Americans.
Let’s vote down this rule. Let’s strip
this harmful policy from the NDAA so
that we remain committed to equal
rights, and let’s get back to debating
how best to support our troops.

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I appreciate the gentleman’s com-
ment. This is something that we had
some significant discussion about last
night in the Committee on Rules.

Let’s make sure that the facts are
straight. There is not one single thing
in this bill that discriminates against
anybody. In fact, in the provision he is
talking about, there is not one single
mention of LGBT.

What is in that provision is a clear
application by this law of protections
of religious liberties that people have
enjoyed in this country since the pas-
sage of the 1964 Civil Rights Act—one
of the hallmarks of the legislative
achievements of this body and an act, I
believe, everybody in this body sup-
ports today. It says that the religious
protections in that law that we are all
so proud of should be enjoyed by people
who have Federal contracts. Private
parties that contract with the govern-
ment should enjoy religious freedom.
That is not discrimination. That is pro-
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tecting the rights of the American peo-
ple. Sometimes we get confused around
here about that, and we are getting
confused in the military bill about
that, and that is very troublesome.

Let’s talk about the First Amend-
ment.

The First Amendment says that the
government can’t do anything to re-
strict the expression of religion, the
practice of religion, the belief of reli-
gion by anybody in this country. It is
called the Free Exercise Clause. We
have forgotten the Free Exercise
Clause in this body and in this country.
We need to go back to it.

About 20 years ago, this body passed
the Religious Freedom Restoration
Act. It was so popular that it passed by
a voice vote. It had just a handful of
people who voted against it in the Sen-
ate. It specifically requires that we do
exactly what is in this bill. We are
being consistent with that law by put-
ting this provision in there.

What do we do with this particular
provision?

We say that the provisions of title
VII in the 1964 act and the provisions
that regard this in the Americans with
Disabilities Act apply to private con-
tractors with the Federal Government.
That is not discrimination. By any-
body’s definition, that is not discrimi-
nation. To try to turn it into that is
doing something on a bill that is talk-
ing about the defense of this country,
which is just not appropriate.

It is absolutely appropriate that the
Committee on Rules rejected that
amendment. If the people on the other
side of the aisle or on our side of the
aisle want to have this debate, there
are other forums and other times to do
it. When we are talking about the de-
fense of this country, it is not the right
time.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

In the dead of night in the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, House Re-
publicans added what we believe is dis-
criminatory language to the NDAA,
which would effectively overturn Presi-
dent Obama’s historic executive order
that protects LGBT workers in Federal
contracts, therefore, enabling discrimi-
nation with taxpayer funds. That is
what we believe.

We had a very vigorous debate in the
Committee on Rules last night, and the
gentleman defended his position quite
ferociously; but we believe it is dis-
crimination, plain and simple. An
amendment was offered by a Repub-
lican Member to strike that discrimi-
natory language from the bill. It was
germane, and the Committee on Rules
decided on its own not to make it in
order.

The Committee on Rules shouldn’t be
about making decisions on issues that,
I think, the entire Congress has an in-
terest in debating and in voting on,
but, unilaterally, the Republicans in
the Committee on Rules last night
said: No, we are not going to make a
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Republican amendment in order that
would have struck what we believe is
discriminatory language.

That is not an open and transparent
process. That is shutting the process
down in a way that, I think, demeans
this House.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER),
the distinguished Democratic whip.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
from Massachusetts for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this rule. This is not consistent with
what the Speaker and the other leaders
of the Republican Party have said they
were going to do. It is inconsistent
with how they said they were going to
manage this House. It is inconsistent
with the rights of the American people
to have their Representatives vote on
issues of great importance, which, of
course, is what the Speaker and Mr.
MCCARTHY and Mr. Cantor said in this
book, “Young Guns.”

I am going to read a paragraph from
this book. This is in PAUL RYAN’s sec-
tion, under his heading, the Speaker of
the House:

“The new Washington way,” in
speaking about what was apparently
the stuff he didn’t like, ‘‘isn’t open de-
bate broadcast on C-SPAN; it is closed-
door, backroom deals. The Washington
way doesn’t seek input from both sides
of the issue; it muscles through bills on
strict one-party votes. And the Wash-
ington way,” speaking clearly of the
way the majority of the Democrats
were leading, ‘‘isn’t interested in hon-
est up-or-down votes on trans-
formational programs. It rigs the proc-
ess,”” it reads, ‘‘to produce the outcome
it desires through any means nec-
essary.”

That is exactly what is happening in
this rule—exactly. PAUL RYAN and the
young guns promised transparency,
openness, and the House’s being al-
lowed to work its will.

So what has happened in the Com-
mittee on Rules?

Exactly the opposite. No trans-
parency—a muzzling of the Members of
the House of Representatives in not al-
lowing a vote—but simply, unilater-
ally, in the dead of night, pocketing an
amendment that was adopted in the
committee that says that women
would be treated just like men.

Now, I know that is a revolutionary
concept for some on your side of the
aisle here, and I know you certainly
didn’t want your Members to vote on
that extraordinarily controversial
issue. So in the dead of night, without
any debate, without a vote in the Com-
mittee on Rules, it was simply put in
the chairman’s pocket, and 434 of us
were ripped out of the process. The
young guns said that wouldn’t happen.
Now, the young guns, by the way, so we
all understand, are the Speaker and the
majority leader now.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 1 minute.

The
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Mr. HOYER. Ladies and gentlemen,
we ought to reject this rule, and the
American people ought to reject this
rule. The American people ought to
say: bring the issues to the floor and
let the House work its will. That is
why they elected us, not to have the
chairman of the Committee on Rules
say: Sorry, you don’t get to vote.

He wasn’t elected dictator; STENY
HOYER wasn’t elected dictator; JIM
MCGOVERN wasn’t elected dictator. We
were elected to be one of 435 people to
make policies for this country and for
our peobple.

Reject this rule. Bring democracy
back to the House of Representatives.
Let the people’s representatives set
policy in the light of day.

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I appreciate the comments of the
gentleman from Maryland. He wasn’t
on the floor when I spoke earlier. Per-
haps he didn’t hear that, between the
Committee on Armed Services and on
this floor, 429 amendments have been
made in order—181 for this floor alone.
That is an open process, and it is a far
more open process than what this
House saw when other people were in
charge. This is the process that the
American people have a right to ex-
pect, and they are getting exactly what
they were told they were going to get.

Mr. Speaker, the provision that he is
referring to, a provision regarding in-
cluding women in the draft, was, in
fact, offered in the middle of the night
without there being any hearings in
the Committee on Armed Services,
without there being any notice to the
American people. There wasn’t an ade-
quate hearing; there wasn’t an ade-
quate opportunity for everybody to be
heard. So the decision was made that
the better way to do it, if we are going
to consider it—and it probably is some-
thing we need to consider at some
time—is to do it through a regular
committee process, where we notice it
to the American people, where we have
hearings, and when people can be
heard. Then we can have a full and
honest debate with the American peo-
ple having had a chance to weigh in.

I disagree with the gentleman from
Maryland. I think this is exactly the
appropriate process. If we are going to
take up something of that magnitude,
we ought to do it right and not do it
because of an amendment that was of-
fered as sort of a last-minute thing in
the middle of the night when we are
considering this bill.

I have great respect for the gen-
tleman from Maryland. He was not
there when it was offered. He was not
there during the Committee on Rules’
consideration last night, so he is prob-
ably not fully aware of the number of
amendments that we have both in the
committee and on the floor today—429
amendments. This is an open process.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
10 seconds to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER).
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for protecting us from
ourselves. That seems to be somewhat
paternalistic, of course.

As I understand it—and I was not
there, but it wouldn’t have mattered
whether I was in the Committee on
Rules—it was not done in open session
in the Committee on Rules. The Com-
mittee on Armed Services voted upon
it, and apparently the majority of your
side lost, and they don’t want us to
consider it, and they don’t want to sub-
ject your Members to voting on it and
letting the American people Kknow
where you stand.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are advised to address all remarks
to the Chair and not to each other.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
12 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON).

Mr. ELLISON. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, while millions of Amer-
icans are struggling to get by and sus-
tain their families, Republicans are
trying to make it easier for employers
to steal their wages. Right now we
know that there are reports of at least
$5 million in stolen wages and penalties
from the U.S. contract companies.

Last month, Representative JOHN
KLINE, my colleague and friend, intro-
duced an amendment to this bill to
block the President’s Fair Pay and
Safe Workplaces Executive Order at
the Department of Defense. This execu-
tive order that the President issued
helps ensure companies with Federal
contracts are following Federal labor
laws, like protections against wage
theft, workplace safety rules, and the
right for workers to organize. It is the
result of years of advocacy by workers,
labor rights activists, members of the
Progressive Caucus, and Members of
Congress generally.

This week I introduced an amend-
ment to strike Mr. KLINE’s language.
Let’s at least have a debate about it.
Let’s at least debate whether or not
workers should get protection from
wage theft. I guess that was one of
those amendments that didn’t quite
make it through the process.

It is no surprise that the Republican-
led Committee on Rules didn’t give us
a vote on our amendment, because they
don’t want to have to debate this in
front of the American people. The
American people might like to know
that there are companies that are
stealing workers’ wages but that the
President is trying to protect those
workers. Now the Republican majority
is trying to stop the President from
protecting those workers.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentleman an additional 30 sec-
onds.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, now, the
President’s executive order isn’t puni-
tive. It actually helps companies to fol-
low the rules.

The
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Debarment is the last resort, and it
is the clear nuclear option for compa-
nies that refuse to correct their behav-
ior, but Republicans don’t like it. In-
stead of helping companies that are
fair to workers, they want to make it
easier for companies that steal work-
ers’ wages.

Workers aren’t the only ones who
should be outraged. This amendment
actually gives a leg up to contractors
who don’t play by the rules, putting
companies who are doing right at a dis-
advantage.

Please vote ‘‘no’” on this rule for this
and many other reasons.

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I wasn’t able to respond to that last
comment from the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER). I want to make
sure that he knows—and everybody in
the House knows—that during the con-
sideration of the rule we passed yester-
day, an amendment was offered in the
Rules Committee to strip out this exe-
cuting amendment. That was offered in
the Rules Committee and rejected by
the Rules Committee in an open vote.
Our meetings are on C-SPAN. They are
not behind closed doors. Everybody can
watch what we do.

Then yesterday we came on the floor,
and that rule was offered on this floor
and there was a full debate. I know; I
was here for it. I managed that rule as
well. After that full debate, this House
voted, and voted by a clear majority to
adopt the rule.

So we went through a democratic
process. We went through an open and
clear process, both to consider that
particular issue and consider the rule
itself, and the House acted its will.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Give me a break. To insinuate that
this is somehow all on the level or an
open process, I take exception to that
characterization.

The amendment that the distin-
guished minority whip was referring to
was put into the rule. It was a self-exe-
cuting amendment so that the major-
ity here did not have an opportunity
here to vote up or down on it on its
own merits. Instead, they were forced
to vote up or down on a rule that made
in order a whole bunch of amendments
on a variety of issues where they could
vote up or down on, but not on this. So
to defend this process, a process that is
indefensible, is getting a little tired.

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. NADLER).

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this rule for a number of
reasons: because it doesn’t make a
proper AUMEF in order, because it fails
to make in order an amendment I co-
sponsored along with Representatives
DENT, SMITH, and several others.

The bill contains language adopted
by the Committee on Armed Services
at 1 in the morning the other day with
no warning that would effectively over-
turn President Obama’s executive
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order protecting LGBT workers for
companies with private contracts. In
other words, private contractors using
our Federal tax dollars in any area—
not just in the defense area, by the
way—would be allowed to fire someone
just because they are gay, lesbian, bi-
sexual, or transgender. This is unac-
ceptable, it is cruel, and it is totally
unnecessary.

Now, the distinguished gentleman
said that the language contains noth-
ing referring to gay or lesbian people;
it simply protects religious liberty. It
says that private contractors, in the
exercise of their religious liberty, may
discriminate. It disallows the Presi-
dent’s executive order, and so the ef-
fect is that private contractors may
discriminate on the basis of sexual
identity or gender if that is their reli-
gious belief.

No one has said it for years on this
floor, but they used to, that it is okay
to say: My religious belief says I
shouldn’t hire a Black person or a Jew-
ish person.

We don’t think that is acceptable,
and we don’t call that religious liberty.
But we now call religious liberty the
ability of a private contractor to fire
someone or refuse to hire them just be-
cause they are gay or lesbian. That is
cruel and unacceptable.

Why not allow the House to vote on
whether or not to include this type of
hateful language in the defense bill?
Why not allow a vote on the Dent-
Smith amendment? Must we let this
bigotry and intolerance win the day?

We ought to defeat this rule. I, for
one, will not vote for the entire bill if
this language is included in it. We
must strip this toxic, hateful measure
from the NDAA, if not through an
amendment, then in conference. We
ought to ensure that no Federal con-
tractor has the ability to fire someone
just because of who they are or who
they love and because they profess that
it is their religious belief. So they can-
not be allowed to impose their reli-
gious beliefs on hiring and firing other
people. We must continue to fight until
all Americans have the rights they de-
serve.

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

With regard to the amendment in
question, it was considered late at
night because of the fair and open proc-
ess we have in the committee. And it
took us that long—from 10 in the
morning until that time of the night—
to get to it. Everybody knew it was
coming because it was noticed and ev-
erybody had a copy of it well in ad-
vance. So it wasn’t a surprise to any-
body. Everybody knew it was coming.

Now, the particular provision itself
does not contain anything close to a
word like discrimination. But just so
we can make the record straight, I am
going to read it:

Any branch or agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment shall, with respect to any religious
corporation, religious association, religious
educational institution, or religious society
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that is a recipient of or offeror for a Federal
Government contract, subcontract, grant,
purchase order, or cooperative agreement,
provide protections and exemptions con-
sistent with section 702(a) and 703(e)(2) of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and section 103(d) of
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.

It doesn’t provide discrimination. It
provides protection for rights, and, un-
fortunately, people want to try to twist
it around to be something it simply is
not.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Many of us on this side, including
many Republicans—because a Repub-
lican actually offered the amendment
to strike this provision that the gen-
tleman vreferred to because they
thought it was discriminatory—we
think it is potential discrimination
against members of the LGBT commu-
nity.

But here is the deal—I get you dis-
agree with us—but what is wrong with
allowing an amendment that is ger-
mane, to debate it and vote on it? I
mean, where does the Rules Committee
get off saying you can’t have that de-
bate, you can’t have that vote?

It is germane.

Now, we could disagree. We think it
is discrimination. We ought to have
that vote, and the Rules Committee de-
nied us. This is another reason for
Democrats and Republicans to vote
down this rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. Lo-
RETTA SANCHEZ).

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ex-
press a deep disappointment in the
Rules Committee’s decision to throw
out three of the amendments I put for-
ward.

By not doing those amendments, you
failed to provide to those serving our
country the same necessary health
services that all of us get now guaran-
teed under ACA. You refused to take
steps to protect young athletes attend-
ing United States military academies.
And you neglected to provide congres-
sional oversight on over $1 trillion
worth that this country plans to invest
in our nuclear deterrents.

We need to fix the current TRICARE
system so that we can ensure that serv-
icemembers are provided the same ac-
cess to preventive health services as
those ensured under the ACA, includ-
ing gestational diabetes with no copay-
ments, smoking cessation, et cetera.

My second amendment was simple. It
directed the Secretary of Defense to
conduct a study on the effects of con-
cussions in contact sports, including
hockey, football, lacrosse, and soccer
at our United States service academies.
We all know that we see what concus-
sions can do to people.

The third amendment was to simply
direct the Department of Defense to in-
clude a 25-year plan to look at our nu-
clear spending.

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.
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I was listening to my friend from
Massachusetts talk about what he con-
siders to be discriminatory. Well, I am
going to go through the list again.

Do we consider the First Amendment
to the Constitution to be discrimina-
tory? Do we consider the Religious
Freedom Restoration Act that passed
this House by a voice vote to be dis-
criminatory? Do we consider title VII
of the 1964 Civil Rights Act to be dis-
criminatory? Do we consider the Amer-
icans with Disabilities Act to be dis-
criminatory?

Because that and only those things
are what are contained in this provi-
sion.

So we can call things discriminatory,
but when you look at the actual text of
it and understand what they actually
are, they are protecting basic rights.
And that is what we should be all
about.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I appreciate the gentleman reciting
the Republican talking points of the
Republican leadership, but that doesn’t
explain why the amendment to strike
this provision was not made in order.

I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this rule and the under-
lying bill.

Our armed service chiefs and secre-
taries have requested two results from
Congress in defense: stability and pre-
dictability in the budget.

Instead of adhering to their requests,
this bill actually creates a contentious
budget environment next April that
causes even more harm to our military.

The bill is full of contradiction. It
authorizes funds for over 50,000 more
troops, but no money to send them
anywhere after April. It authorizes
much-needed equipment, but not any
money to employ it on the battlefield.
It authorizes 9,800 troops in Afghani-
stan, just not any money to keep them
there during the actual fighting sea-
son.

It sends a message to our allies that
we are only 60 percent committed to
our missions with them, and it sends
the message to our adversaries that we
are only 60 percent committed to stop-
ping them.

It is like we are a basketball team
who bought new uniforms, recruited
highly skilled players, built a new fa-
cility, and didn’t even have any money
left to play the second half of the sea-
son. No team wins under those cir-
cumstances. It doesn’t matter how
many state-of-the-art weapons you
have or how well-trained your troops
are, you can’t win if you don’t show up.

Much like General Breedlove, who
believes ‘‘virtual presence means ac-
tual absence,” I believe this is a virtual
plan and will be an actual disaster.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’’ on
the rule and ‘“‘no” on the underlying
bill.

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.
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With great respect to the gentle-
woman, she, I am sure, was not here
yesterday and was not listening when I
said this: that provision she is refer-
ring to, which gives the next President
the opportunity to make changes in
the overseas contingency operation ac-
count, is exactly what this House did
in 2008, the last time we were about to
change administrations. Then-Senator
Obama voted for it. Then-Senator
Kerry voted for it. Then-Senator BIDEN
voted for it. This is not new. This is
standard when you are changing ad-
ministrations. Nothing more. Nothing
less.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, may 1
inquire of the gentleman how many
more speakers he has on his side?

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I believe 1
am the only speaker from my side.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to vote against this rule. Al-
most 200 germane amendments, sub-
stantive amendments were not made in
order.

Again, I am used to, as a Democrat,
having the Republicans shut me out
every chance they get; but to my Re-
publican colleagues who were shut out
on their legitimate amendments, the
germane amendments, stand with us
and send a signal to your leadership
that this closed process is unaccept-
able.

My colleague, Mr. BYRNE, talks about
this being an open process. We must
have different definitions of openness
because when almost 200 amendments
are shut out—and, by the way, on top
of all of that, there were really kind of
unusual shenanigans in the Rules Com-
mittee about self-executing amend-
ments so that we don’t have an oppor-
tunity to even vote up or down on
them—that is not an open process.
That is something we should try to
move away from.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I am going to
close as I began by saying to my col-
leagues to please vote against this rule
because it does not make in order the
opportunity for us to be able to debate
the issues of war and peace when it
comes to Iraq and Syria.

We have been involved in Syria and
again in Iraq now for almost 2 years.
By the way, we left Iraq not because
President Obama wanted us to, but be-
cause the Iraqi Parliament voted us to
leave. That is a little bit of history
that my colleague left out.

The time to debate an AUMF, an Au-
thorization for Use of Military Force,
was before we commit our forces into
harm’s way. Many of us, Democrats
and Republicans, pleaded with the lead-
ership to let us have that opportunity,
for us to work in a bipartisan way to
see whether we could come together.
And time and time and time again, we
were denied that ability, that right.

Now, we are being told: Well, you
know, this is not the time. We don’t
have enough time to do it. Maybe the
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Committee on Foreign Affairs should
do it, but this is not the place to do it.

When is?

You have waited for over 2 years.
Nothing. I will say that these excuses,
they are insulting to the American
people, but more importantly and more
significantly, they are insulting to the
men and women who are in harm’s
way. They do their job. They do what
we have asked them to do, but yet we
don’t have the guts to do what we are
supposed to do. Shame on all of us for
allowing this to go on this long with-
out debating these wars.

The President of the United States
submitted an AUMF. I have problems
with it. I think it is too broad. If you
don’t like it, fine. Then come up with a
new idea, but doing nothing is not an
option.

Read the Constitution. We have an
obligation. We are not living up to it.
Do what is right by the American peo-
ple, by the men and women who risk
their lives every day because we have
put them into harm’s way.
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It is absolutely unconscionable that
we can’t even have the ability to de-
bate the amendment that I offered to
be able to say that we are not going to
continue funding these wars unless
Congress does its job. That is the least
we can do, and yet the Committee on
Rules said no. It is germane, it is in
order, there is no problem, but because
some majority in the Committee on
Rules says, ‘‘No, we are not going to do
it,” everybody is denied that right? It
is a bipartisan amendment. This is not
just a Democratic concern. There are a
lot of Republicans who share my views
on this as well.

Let’s do our job. Stop being so chick-
en when it comes to debating issues of
war and peace. This is the time when
we ought to come together and do the
right thing. Vote ‘‘no’” on this closed
rule.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BYRNE. I yield myself the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I hold in my hand all
1,271 pages of the underlying bill, and it
is filled with the things that we need to
do to defend the American people. As
interesting as the debate we have just
had has been, think of how much of it
had nothing to do with defending the
American people, which is what we are
supposed to be here about, which is the
single most important thing that we
do.

My colleague talked about guts. The
guts I care about are the guts of the
fighting men and women of the United
States. We have a solemn obligation to
them to pass this bill, to make sure
that we are doing everything to supply
them, to train them, to make sure that
they are ready, to make sure we have
reformed the Pentagon so that the
Pentagon is doing its job by them, so
that we have a policy that will make
sure that we are defending the Amer-
ican people. That is what this law is all
about.
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The rule itself makes in order, be-
tween yesterday and today, 181 amend-
ments. That is on top of over 200
amendments that were considered as
part of this bill. This has been a com-
pletely open and transparent process
and will continue to be as we consider
it over the next several hours.

Mr. Speaker, I again urge my col-
leagues to support House Resolution
735 and the underlying bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker,
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15-
minute vote on adoption of the resolu-
tion will be followed by 5-minute votes
on ordering the previous question on
House Resolution 736 and adoption of
House Resolution 736, if ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 230, nays
175, not voting 28, as follows:

[Roll No. 200]

on

YEAS—230
Abraham Duffy Kelly (PA)
Aderholt Duncan (SC) King (NY)
Allen Duncan (TN) Kinzinger (IL)
Amash Ellmers (NC) Kline
Amodei Emmer (MN) Knight
Babin Farenthold Labrador
Barletta Fincher LaHood
Barr Fitzpatrick Lamborn
Barton Fleischmann Lance
Benishek Fleming Latta
Bilirakis Flores LoBiondo
Bishop (MI) Forbes Long
Bishop (UT) Foxx Loudermilk
Black Franks (AZ) Love
Blackburn Frelinghuysen Lucas
Blum Garrett Luetkemeyer
Bost Gibbs Lummis
Boustany Gibson MacArthur
Brady (TX) Goodlatte Marchant
Bridenstine Gowdy Marino
Brooks (AL) Granger Massie
Brooks (IN) Graves (GA) McCarthy
Buchanan Graves (LA) McCaul
Buck Graves (MO) McClintock
Bucshon Griffith McHenry
Burgess Grothman McKinley
Byrne Guinta McMorris
Calvert Guthrie Rodgers
Carter (GA) Hanna McSally
Carter (TX) Hardy Meadows
Chabot Harper Meehan
Chaffetz Harris Messer
Clawson (FL) Hartzler Mica
Coffman Heck (NV) Miller (FL)
Cole Hensarling Miller (MI)
Collins (GA) Hice, Jody B. Moolenaar
Collins (NY) Hill Mooney (WV)
Comstock Holding Mullin
Conaway Hudson Mulvaney
Cook Huelskamp Murphy (PA)
Costello (PA) Huizenga (MI) Neugebauer
Cramer Hultgren Newhouse
Crawford Hunter Noem
Crenshaw Hurd (TX) Nugent
Culberson Hurt (VA) Nunes
Curbelo (FL) Issa Olson
Davis, Rodney Jenking (KS) Palazzo
Denham Jenkins (WV) Palmer
Dent Johnson (OH) Paulsen
DeSantis Jolly Pearce
DesJarlais Jordan Perry
Diaz-Balart Joyce Pittenger
Dold Katko Pitts
Donovan Kelly (MS) Poe (TX)

Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey

Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce

Adams
Aguilar
Ashford
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera
Beyer
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brat
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F

Duckworth
Ellison
Engel

Eshoo

Esty

Farr

Foster
Frankel (FL)

Bishop (GA)
Carson (IN)
Cohen

Edwards
Fattah
Fortenberry
Green, Al
Herrera Beutler
Hinojosa
Johnson, Sam

Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton

Trott

Turner

NAYS—175

Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Gohmert
Gosar
Graham
Grayson
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lee
Levin
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meng
Moulton
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Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

Murphy (FL)

Nadler

Napolitano

Neal

Nolan

Norcross

O’Rourke

Pallone

Payne

Pelosi

Peters

Peterson

Pingree

Pocan

Polis

Price (NC)

Quigley

Rangel

Rice (NY)

Roybal-Allard

Ruiz

Ruppersberger

Rush

Ryan (OH)

Sanchez, Linda
T.

Sanchez, Loretta

Sarbanes

Schakowsky

Schrader

Scott (VA)

Scott, David

Serrano

Sewell (AL)

Sinema

Sires

Slaughter

Smith (WA)

Takano

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Titus

Tonko

Torres

Tsongas

Van Hollen

Vargas

Veasey

Vela

Velazquez

Visclosky

Walz

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters, Maxine

Watson Coleman

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Yarmuth

Yoho

NOT VOTING—28

King (IA)
LaMalfa
Lewis
Meeks
Moore
Pascrell
Perlmutter
Richmond
Roby
Schiff

Sessions
Sherman
Smith (TX)
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takai
Westmoreland
Young (AK)
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Mr. VARGAS changed his vote from
uyean tO unay'n

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. YOHO. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 200:
| intended to vote “yes” instead of “no.”

Mr. KING of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | was un-
able to vote on 5/18/2016. Had | been
present, | would have voted as follows:

“Yes” on rollcall No. 200.

Stated against:

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, | was un-
avoidably detained. Had | been present, |
would have voted “nay” on rollcall No. 200.

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoid-
ably detained. Had | been present, | would
have voted “nay” on rollcall No. 200.

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, today, May
18, 2016, | was unable to vote on H. Res.
735. Had | been present, | would have voted:

“Nay”—Rollcall No. 200—H.R. 735—Rule
providing for consideration of H.R. 4909—Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2017.

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
today | missed the following vote:

H. Res 735—Rule Providing for consider-
ation of H.R. 4909—National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2017. Had | been
present, | would have voted “no.”

———————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4974, MILITARY CON-
STRUCTION AND VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2017; PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 5243, ZIKA RESPONSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2016; AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 736) providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4974) mak-
ing appropriations for military con-
struction, the Department of Veterans
Affairs, and related agencies for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2017, and
for other purposes; providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 5243) mak-
ing appropriations for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2016, to strength-
en public health activities in response
to the Zika virus, and for other pur-
poses; and for other purposes, on which
the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 240, nays
182, not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 201]

YEAS—240
Abraham Amash Barletta
Aderholt Amodei Barr
Allen Babin Barton
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Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna

Adams

Aguilar

Ashford

Bass

Beatty

Becerra

Bera

Beyer

Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F.

Brady (PA)

Brown (FL)

Brownley (CA)

Bustos

Butterfield

Capps

Hardy
Harper
Harris
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Hice, Jody B.
Hill
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Jolly
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry

NAYS—182

Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
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Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey

Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Edwards

Ellison
Engel

Eshoo

Esty

Farr

Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Graham
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lee

Levin

Fattah

Hartzler
Herrera Beutler
Hinojosa

Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Rice (NY)

Richmond

Roybal-Allard

Ruiz

Ruppersberger

Rush

Ryan (OH)

Sanchez, Linda
T.

Sanchez, Loretta

Sarbanes

Schakowsky

Schiff

Schrader

Scott (VA)

Scott, David

Serrano

Sewell (AL)

Sherman

Sinema

Sires

Slaughter

Smith (WA)

Speier

Takano

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Titus

Tonko

Torres

Tsongas

Van Hollen

Vargas

Veasey

Vela

Velazquez

Visclosky

Walz

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters, Maxine

Watson Coleman

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—I11

Johnson, Sam
Kaptur

Lewis

Roby

Swalwell (CA)
Takai
Young (AK)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-

ing.

[ 1459

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

The

question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 241, noes 183,
not voting 9, as follows:

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Babin
Barletta
Barr
Barton
Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

[Roll No. 202]
AYES—241

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot

Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davis, Rodney
Denham

Dent
DeSantis
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Hardy
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Hice, Jody B.
Hill

Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa

Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Jolly

Jones
Jordan
Joyce

Katko

Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)

Adams
Aguilar
Ashford
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver

King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Pittenger
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey
Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (SC)

NOES—183

Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Esty
Farr
Foster
Frankel (FL)
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Rigell

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton

Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin

Zinke

Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Graham
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
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Langevin Neal Scott, David
Larsen (WA) Nolan Serrano
Larson (CT) Norcross Sewell (AL)
Lawrence O’Rourke Sherman
Lee Pallone Sinema
Levin Pascrell Sires
E?el}’ 'I]:jd galyn(? Slaughter
ipinski elosi ;
Loebsack Perlmutter Zml.th (WA)
peier
Lofgren Peters
Lowenthal Peterson Takano
Lowey Pingree Thompson (CA)
Lujan Grisham Pocan T?Ompson (MS)
(NM) Polis Titus
Lujan, Ben Ray  Price (NC) Tonko
(NM) Quigley Torres
Lynch Rangel Tsongas
Maloney, Rice (NY) Van Hollen
Carolyn Richmond Vargas
Maloney, Sean Roybal-Allard Veasey
Matsui Ruiz Vela
McCollum Ruppersberger Velazquez
McDermott Rush Visclosky
McGovern Ryan (OH) Walz
McNerney Sanchez, Linda Wasserman
Meeks T. Schultz
Meng Sanchez, Loretta Waters, Maxine
Moore Sarbanes
Watson Coleman
Moulton Schakowsky Welch
Murphy (FL) Schiff N
Nadler Schrader Wilson (FL)
Napolitano Scott (VA) Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—9
Cramer Hinojosa Roby
Fattah Johnson, Sam Swalwell (CA)
Herrera Beutler  Lewis Takai

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.

O 1505

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
CURTIS, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed bills of the
following titles in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested:

S. 1335. An act to implement the Conven-
tion on the Conservation and Management of
the High Seas Fisheries Resources in the
North Pacific Ocean, as adopted at Tokyo on
February 24, 2012, and for other purposes.

S. 2840. An act to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
authorize COPS grantees to use grant funds
for active shooter training, and for other
purposes.

———

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 732 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4909.

Will the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. CoLLINS) kindly take the chair.

O 1507
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4909) to authorize appropriations for

fiscal year 2017 for military activities
of the Department of Defense and for
military construction, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such
fiscal year, and for other purposes,
with Mr. COLLINS of Georgia (Acting
Chair) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Tuesday,
May 17, 2016, amendment No. 60 printed
in part B of House Report 114-569 pur-
suant to House Resolution 732 offered
by the gentleman from Montana (Mr.
ZINKE) had been disposed of.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in part B of House Report 114—
569 on which further proceedings were
postponed, in the following order:

Amendment No. 10 by Mr. MCKINLEY
of West Virginia.

Amendment No. 12 by Mr. NADLER of
New York.

Amendment No. 14, as modified, by
Mr. POE of Texas.

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the time for any electronic vote in this
series.

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. MCKINLEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MCKINLEY) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 211, noes 213,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 203]

is a 2-

AYES—211

Abraham Capps Donovan
Aderholt Cardenas Doyle, Michael
Aguilar Carney F.
Allen Carter (TX) Duckworth
Amodei Cartwright Duncan (TN)
Ashford Castro (TX) Edwards
Babin Chabot Emmer (MN)
Barton Chaffetz Esty
Becerra Clawson (FL) Farenthold
Benishek Clyburn Farr
Bera Cole Fitzpatrick
Beyer Comstock Fleming
Bishop (MI) Conaway Flores
Bishop (UT) Cook Foxx
Black Costa Frankel (FL)
Bonamici Costello (PA) Frelinghuysen
Bost Courtney Gabbard
Boustany Cramer Garamendi
Boyle, Brendan Culberson Gibson

F. Dayvis, Rodney Goodlatte
Brady (PA) DeFazio Graves (MO)
Brady (TX) Delaney Green, Al
Bridenstine DeLauro Green, Gene
Brown (FL) DelBene Griffith
Brownley (CA) DeSaulnier Grothman
Buchanan DesJarlais Hahn
Bustos Diaz-Balart Hanna
Calvert Dingell Hardy
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Harris
Heck (NV)
Heck (WA)
Hice, Jody B.
Himes
Holding
Honda
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hurt (VA)
Jackson Lee
Jenkins (WV)
Jolly
Jones
Jordan
Kelly (IL)
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
Kilmer
King (NY)
Kline
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lance
Larson (CT)
Latta
Levin
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Marino
Massie
Matsui
McCarthy
McCaul

Adams
Amash
Barr

Bass
Beatty
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Blackburn
Blum
Blumenauer
Brat
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Butterfield
Byrne
Capuano
Carson (IN)
Carter (GA)
Castor (FL)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Coffman
Cohen
Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Crawford
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Curbelo (FL)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeGette
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
Deutch
Doggett
Dold

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Ellison
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McCollum
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meadows
Meehan
Meeks
Meng
Messer
Mica
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Moulton
Mullin
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neugebauer
Noem
Nolan
Norcross
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perry
Peterson
Pingree
Pitts
Polis
Rangel
Reed
Renacci
Rice (SC)
Richmond
Rigell
Ros-Lehtinen

NOES—213

Ellmers (NC)
Engel

Eshoo
Fincher
Fleischmann
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Franks (AZ)
Fudge
Gallego
Garrett
Gibbs
Gohmert
Gosar
Gowdy
Graham
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Grayson
Grijalva
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutiérrez
Harper
Hartzler
Hastings
Hensarling
Higgins

Hill

Hoyer
Hudson
Huffman
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Israel

Issa

Jeffries
Jenkins (KS)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Joyce
Kaptur
Katko
Keating
Kennedy
Kildee

Kind

King (IA)
Kinzinger (IL)

Rothfus
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush

Salmon
Sanchez, Linda

Sanchez, Loretta
Serrano
Sherman
Simpson

Sires

Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Speier

Stewart
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tipton

Titus

Tonko

Torres

Trott

Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walberg
Walker

Walz

Watson Coleman
Webster (FL)
Whitfield
Wilson (FL)
Woodall
Yarmuth
Yoder

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Zeldin

Kirkpatrick
Knight
Kuster
Labrador
Lamborn
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Lawrence
Lee
Lieu, Ted
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
McClintock
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McSally
Miller (FL)
Moore
Mulvaney
Newhouse
Nugent
O’Rourke
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perlmutter
Peters
Pittenger
Pocan
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey
Price (NC)
Price, Tom
Quigley
Ratcliffe
Reichert
Ribble
Rice (NY)
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
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Rokita Sensenbrenner Wagner
Rooney (FL) Sessions Walden
Roskam Sewell (AL) Walorski
Ross Shimkus Walters, Mimi
Rouzer Shuster Wasserman
Royce Sinema Schultz
Ruiz Slaughter Waters, Maxine
Russell Smith (WA) Weber (TX)
Ryan (OH) Stefanik Welch
Sanford Stivers Wenstrup
Sarbanes Stutzman Westerman
Scalise Tiberi Westmoreland
Schakowsky Tsongas Williams
Schiff Turner Wilson (SC)
Schrader Valadao Wittman
Schweikert Van Hollen Womack
Scott (VA) Vargas Yoho
Scott, Austin Veasey Young (IN)
Scott, David Vela Zinke

NOT VOTING—9
Barletta Hinojosa Roby
Fattah Johnson, Sam Swalwell (CA)
Herrera Beutler Lewis Takai

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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Ms. JACKSON LEE changed her vote
from ‘“‘no” to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. NADLER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. NAD-
LER) on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 163, noes 259,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 204]

is a 2-

AYES—163

Adams Conyers Grayson
Amash Cooper Grijalva
Beatty Courtney Gutiérrez
Becerra Crowley Hahn
Bera Cummings Hastings
Beyer Davis (CA) Heck (WA)
Bishop (GA) Dayvis, Danny Higgins
Blumenauer DeFazio Himes
Bonamici DeGette Honda
Boyle, Brendan Delaney Hoyer

F. DeLauro Huffman
Brady (PA) DelBene Israel
Bustos DeSaulnier Jackson Lee
Butterfield Deutch Jeffries
Capps Dingell Johnson (GA)
Capuano Doggett Johnson, E. B.
Cardenas Doyle, Michael Kaptur
Carney F. Keating
Carson (IN) Duckworth Kelly (IL)
Cartwright Duncan (TN) Kennedy
Castor (FL) Edwards Kildee
Castro (TX) Ellison Kilmer
Chu, Judy Engel Kind
Cicilline Eshoo Kuster
Clark (MA) Esty Langevin
Clarke (NY) Farr Larsen (WA)
Clay Frankel (FL) Larson (CT)
Cleaver Fudge Lawrence
Clyburn Gabbard Lee
Cohen Gallego Levin
Connolly Garamendi Lieu, Ted

Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
O’Rourke

Abraham
Aderholt
Aguilar
Allen
Amodei
Ashford
Babin
Barletta
Barr

Barton
Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook

Costa
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Dayvis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes

Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanford
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Serrano

NOES—259

Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graham
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Hardy
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Hice, Jody B.
Hill

Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa

Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Jolly

Jones
Jordan
Joyce

Katko

Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance

Latta
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love

Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
MacArthur
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Sherman

Sires

Slaughter

Smith (WA)

Speier

Takano

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Titus

Tonko

Torres

Tsongas

Van Hollen

Vargas

Veasey

Velazquez

Visclosky

Walz

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters, Maxine

Watson Coleman

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Yarmuth

Maloney, Sean
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Norcross
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey
Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (SC)
Rigell
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Russell
Salmon
Sanchez, Loretta
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
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Sessions Tiberi Westerman
Sewell (AL) Tipton Westmoreland
Shimkus Trott Whitfield
Shuster Turner Williams
S@mpson Upton Wilson (SC)
S1n?ma Valadao Wittman
Extﬁ %]E]))) %(;lganer Womack
Smith (NJ) Walberg ‘;’g gsran
Smith (TX) Walden Yoho
Stefanik Walker
Stewart Walorski Young (AK)
Stivers Walters, Mimi Young (I4)
Stutzman Weber (TX) Young (IN)
Thompson (PA)  Webster (FL) Zeldin
Thornberry Wenstrup Zinke

NOT VOTING—11
Bass Hinojosa Rogers (KY)
Fattah Johnson, Sam Swalwell (CA)
Foster Lewis Takai
Herrera Beutler Roby

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
today for rollcall 204 on agreeing to the Nadler
amendment, which failed 163 to 259:

| voted “no” and would like the record to re-
flect that | would have voted “yes.”

AMENDMENT NO. 14, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY
MR. POE OF TEXAS

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment, as modified,
offered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. POE) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 243, noes 180,

is a 2-

not voting 10, as follows:

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amodei
Ashford
Babin
Barletta
Barr
Barton
Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess

[Roll No. 205]
AYES—243

Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook

Cooper
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davis, Rodney
DeFazio
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais

Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
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Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna

Hardy
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Hice, Jody B.
Hill

Holding
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa

Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Jones

Jordan

Joyce

Katko

Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline

Knight
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance

Latta
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love

Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lynch
MacArthur
Maloney, Sean

Adams

Aguilar

Amash

Bass

Beatty

Becerra

Bera

Beyer

Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F

Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chaffetz
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)

Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Peterson
Pittenger
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey
Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (SC)
Rigell
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross

NOES—180

Davis, Danny
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Esty
Farr
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Graham
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
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Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Salmon
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton

Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin

Zinke

Johnson, E. B.
Jolly
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kuster
Labrador
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lee
Levin
Lieu, Ted
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Maloney,
Carolyn
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Nolan Rush Thompson (CA)
Norcross Ryan (OH) Thompson (MS)
O’'Rourke Sanchez, Linda Titus
Pallone T. Tonko
Pascrell Sanchez, Loretta morres
Payne Sanford Tsongas
Pelosi Sarbanes Van Hollen
Perlmutter Schgkowsky Vargas
Perry Schiff Veasey
Peters Schrader Vela
Pingree Scott (VA) ~
Pocan Scott, David V'elazquez
Polis Serrano Visclosky
Price (NC) Sewell (AL) Walz
Quigley Sherman Wasserman
Rangel Sires Schultz
Rice (NY) Slaughter Watson Coleman
Richmond Smith (WA) Welch
Roybal-Allard Speier Wilson (FL)
Ruiz Stewart Yarmuth
Ruppersberger Takano

NOT VOTING—10
Fattah Johnson, Sam Takai
Herrera Beutler Lewis Waters, Maxine
Hinojosa Roby
Hudson Swalwell (CA)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The Acting CHAIR. There being no
further amendments, pursuant to
House Resolution 732, the Committee
rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. CAR-
TER of Georgia) having assumed the
chair, Mr. CoLLINS of Georgia, Acting
Chair of the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
4909) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 2017 for military activities
of the Department of Defense and for
military construction, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such
fiscal year, and for other purposes, had
come to no resolution thereon.

————

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and insert extraneous material
on H.R. 4909.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 735 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4909.

Will the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. COLLINS) kindly resume the chair.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
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House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4909) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 2017 for military activities
of the Department of Defense and for
military construction, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such
fiscal year, and for other purposes,
with Mr. COLLINS of Georgia (Acting
Chair) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose earlier today,
amendment No. 14 printed in part B of
House Report 114-569 pursuant to House
Resolution 732 offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) had been
disposed of.

Pursuant to House Resolution 735, no
further amendment to the bill, as
amended, shall be in order except those
printed in House Report 114-571 and
amendments en bloc described in sec-
tion 3 of House Resolution 735.

Bach further amendment printed in
the report shall be considered only in
the order printed in the report, may be
offered only by a Member designated in
the report, shall be considered as read,
shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

It shall be in order at any time for
the chair of the Committee on Armed
Services or his designee to offer
amendments en bloc consisting of
amendments printed in the report not
earlier disposed of. Amendments en
bloc shall be considered as read, shall
be debatable for 20 minutes equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services or their des-
ignees, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. BUCK

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 1 printed in
House Report 114-571.

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle B of title III, add the
following new section:

SEC. 3 . ALTERNATIVE ENERGY USE OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE.

(a) COST COMPETITIVENESS REQUIREMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the Secretary of De-
fense shall not purchase alternative energy
unless such energy is equivalent to conven-
tional energy in terms of cost and capabili-
ties.

(2) COST CALCULATION.—The cost of each
energy source described in paragraph (1)
shall be calculated on a pre-tax basis in
terms of life-cycle cost. Such calculation
shall take into account—

(A) all associated Federal grants, subsidies
and tax incentives applied from the point of
production to consumption;

(B) fixed and variable operations and main-
tenance costs; and
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(C) in the case of fuel, fully burdened costs,
including all associated transportation and
security from the point of purchase to deliv-
ery to the end user.

(b) PROHIBITION ON RENEWABLE ENERGY
MANDATES.—None of the funds authorized to
be appropriated this Act or otherwise made
available for fiscal year 2017 for the Depart-
ment of Defense shall be used to carry out
any provision of law that requires the De-
partment of Defense—

(1) to consume renewable energy, unless
such energy meets the requirements of sub-
section (a); or

(2) to reduce the overall amount of energy
consumed by the Department.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. BUCK) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I am grate-
ful for the opportunity to speak about
this amendment to the 2017 NDAA.

Since taking office in 2009, President
Obama’s administration has forced its
green energy agenda on the American
people despite the devastating costs.

For our military, this means a man-
date to purchase renewable energy and
to incorporate climate change into al-
most every aspect of training, regard-
less of cost or efficiency. As you might
imagine, these mandates result in some
absurd wastes of money. Every cent
spent by the Department of Defense on
the incorporation of the administra-
tion’s climate change agenda is a cent
lost for the defense of the American
people.

The U.S. military should be focused
on defending American citizens, not
serving as a playground for the green
energy movement. Moreover, spending
the American people’s tax dollars on
crony capitalism is despicable. Renew-
able energy should be free to compete
in the energy marketplace. American
families shouldn’t be asked to subsidize
costly, inefficient, and uncompetitive
green energy with their hard-earned
tax dollars.

My amendment ends this wasteful
and dangerous practice; it prohibits re-
newable energy mandates placed on the
Department of Defense; and ensures
that every unit of energy our military
purchases is the most cost-effective op-
tion available.

I ask for support on this amendment.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I claim the time in opposition.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. STEFANIK.)

Ms. STEFANIK. Mr. Chair, I stand
today opposed to this amendment, as
the representative of Fort Drum, an
Army post that is 100 percent energy-
independent and self-sustainable, rely-
ing solely on biomass energy.

Unfortunately, this amendment
would impede military facilities, like
Drum, from continuing to pursue en-
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ergy solutions that enhance national
security, training capabilities, and
operational flexibility.

Fort Drum and the north country
serve as models for operating govern-
ment facilities more efficiently, where
ReEnergy, our alternative partner,
positively affects the Army and has
created 300-plus jobs throughout our
community.

Providing our military with resilient
energy ensures our servicemembers re-
main able to respond to any threats at
any time. DOD’s use of alternative en-
ergy strengthens their ability to con-
duct combative operations, humani-
tarian response, and protects our na-
tional security.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on
this amendment which would have a
detrimental effect on alternative en-
ergy technologies that make our troops
safer, increases combat effectiveness,
and severely undercuts programs like
those at Fort Drum.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I yield 12 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. PETERS), a mem-
ber of the Armed Services Committee.

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Chairman, I am
also opposed to this amendment.

The DOD’s employment of alter-
native energy is not about hugging
trees; it is about improving our mis-
sion capabilities and saving lives.

The military’s investments in alter-
native energy technologies not only
make our troops safer and increase
combat effectiveness, but they also
reap government energy savings. Re-
newable energy systems reduce our re-
liance on foreign o0il and have saved
lives by cutting down on refueling trips
in the battlefields.

Around 3,000 American soldiers were
killed or wounded in Afghanistan while
protecting fuel convoys. The military
is already adopting cutting-edge re-

newable energy technologies, like
transportable solar panels and
backpacks used by marines to generate
electricity.

Last August, I was at Naval Base
Coronado when the Navy signed the
largest renewable energy purchase by
the Federal Government in history.
The project will provide 210 megawatts
of energy at an estimated savings of $90
million over the length of the contract.

Since 2009, the department estimates
that they have saved over $1 billion
through renewable energy projects on
installations.

As we consider how to allocate the
limited resources we have to support
our servicemembers and keep Ameri-
cans safe, it is counterproductive at
best to prohibit the military from
using funds on cost-saving alternative
sources of energy and redirecting it to-
ward mission priorities. A 21st century
military with the capability to counter
new and dynamic threats cannot be
powered by the energy of yesterday.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly oppose this
amendment.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
opposition.
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Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chair, I appreciate
the gentleman’s support of this amend-
ment and not opposition to this amend-
ment. This amendment simply says
that the military must determine the
most cost-effective method. It does not
ban renewables at all.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GIBSON.)

Mr. GIBSON. I thank the ranking
member and appreciate his leadership.

Mr. Chair, I am sure that the gen-
tleman from Colorado has the best in-
tentions. And, with respect, I ask him
to withdraw the amendment because it
is very problematic, as it is currently
worded, prohibiting the reduction of
energy consumption. I mean, this is
important not only in terms of savings
itself but, quite candidly, for saving
lives.

After four combat tours in Iraq, we
found any way possible to reduce the
amount of convoys to go forward into
our most forward positions and out-
posts because we knew every time that
we were on the road, we could be at
risk; we could lose lives.

I appreciate the effort to save money.
And I think that if the gentleman
withdraws the amendment and works
with the committee, I am sure that we
can find a way to move forward on that
score.

But, as Ms. STEFANIK mentioned, her
post at Fort Drum really is reliant
on—or is certainly benefiting from this
biomass endeavor that is right there at
Fort Drum.

So I want to thank Mr. SMITH for
yielding me the time, and I certainly
respect to the gentleman who offered
the amendment.

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chair, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. WALZ).

Mr. WALZ. Mr. Chairman, I join my
colleagues, national security experts,
military leaders, and America’s energy
producers, and rise in strong opposition
to this amendment.

The Department of Defense’s use of
alternative energy as accelerated in re-
cent years and strengthened the mili-
tary’s ability to conduct combat oper-
ations, humanitarian response, and
homeland defense.
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In short, it has improved the readi-
ness of the Armed Forces to protect
freedom overseas. DOD is the largest
consumer of energy in the world, 117
million barrels of oil. Every 25 cent in-
crease in a gallon of gas costs $1 billion
to the American taxpayers and $1 bil-
lion less to the troops.

DOD’s fuel costs from 2005 to 2011
were so volatile, the costs went from to
$4.5 billion to $17.3 billion, even though
we reduced our usage by 4 percent. An
example of this is the U.S. Pacific
Fleet in 2012 faced a $200 million budget
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gap that had to be filled by taking
money from elsewhere because of ris-
ing fuel costs.

This willingness to not look at all
American homegrown energy and secu-
rity is simply wrongheaded. And the
idea that it costs more to do this—it
costs $83 billion more to protect ship-
ping oil coming from overseas.

I ask my colleagues to resist this
amendment.

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chair, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I yield myself the balance of the time.

I agree with my colleagues, three of
whom have served in the military and
understand the need for this.

This is an investment. This is an in-
vestment in alternatives. If we are tied
to oil, tied to fossil fuels, and have no
alternative—right now they are cheap,
but then they go up in costs. And they
are also far more difficult to get into
the field, as Mr. GIBSON pointed out.
This is an investment to give us the al-
ternatives that we need.

Nothing is more important to the
success of a military—past the people
who serve—than the ability to get the
fuel they need, whatever form it comes
in. This is an investment in developing
much-needed alternatives.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, the fact
that this amendment requires the mili-
tary to choose the most cost-effective
energy source allows the military to
spend its money on those priorities,
rather than on energy.

I would ask my colleagues to support
this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. BUCK).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Colorado will be

postponed.
The Committee will rise informally.
The Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LAMALFA) assumed the chair.
——

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Brian
Pate, one of its secretaries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Committee will resume its sitting.

———

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017
The Committee resumed its sitting.
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. FLEMING
The Acting CHAIR (Mr. COLLINS of

Georgia). It is now in order to consider

amendment No. 2 printed in House Re-

port 114-571.

The
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Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as
follows:

At the end of subtitle B of title III, add the
following new section:

SEC. 3 . PROHIBITION ON CARRYING OUT CER-
TAIN AUTHORITIES RELATING TO
CLIMATE CHANGE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this Act or other-
wise made available for fiscal year 2017 for
the Department of Defense may be obligated
or expended to carry out the provisions de-
scribed in subsection (b).

(b) PROVISIONS.—The provisions described
in this subsection are the following:

(1) Sections 2, 3, 4, 5, 6(b)(iii), and 6(c) of
Executive Order 13653 (78 Fed. Reg. 66817, re-
lating to preparing the United States for the
impacts of climate change).

(2) Sections 2, 3, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 138, 14, and
15(b) of Executive Order 13693 (80 Fed. Reg.
15869, relating to planning for Federal sus-
tainability in the next decade).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. FLEMING) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment prevents scarce dollars
from being wasted to fund two of Presi-
dent Obama’s executive orders regard-
ing climate change and green energy.
These are dollars that should go to the
readiness of our Armed Forces.

A similar amendment has already
been adopted by voice vote for the past
2 years during House floor consider-
ation of the Defense appropriations
bills.

My amendment is supported by 28
outside organizations, including the
Competitive Enterprise Institute,
Americans for Prosperity, Council for
Citizens Against Government Waste,
and many others.

These executive orders require the
Department of Defense to squander—
squander—precious defense dollars by
incorporating climate change bureauc-
racies into its acquisition and military
operations and to waste money on
green energy bprojects. EPA bureau-
crats and other political appointees are
directing our military commanders on
how to run their installations and pro-
cure green weapons, which undermines
ongoing acquisition reforms in the
NDAA. These activities are simply not
the mission of the U.S. military.

Regarding DOD’s energy policy, deci-
sions by installation commanders and
DOD personnel need to be driven by re-
quirements for actual cost-effective-
ness, readiness, not arbitrary and in-
flexible green energy quotas and CO
benchmarks. My amendment does not
prevent the DOD from considering re-
newable energy projects where it
makes sense. But these decisions
should not be driven by these man-
dates.

Take, for example, the Naval Station
Norfolk, where the solar array cost the
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Navy $21 million but only provided 2
percent of the base’s electricity. Ac-
cording to the Inspector General’s Of-
fice, it will take 447 years for the sav-
ings to pay the cost of the project.
However, solar panels usually only last
about 25 years.

These mandates are diverting limited
military resources to Solyndra-style
boondoggles while sacrificing our mili-
tary’s readiness, modernization, and
end strength. In a time of declining de-
fense budgets, we need to ensure that
every dollar spent goes directly to sup-
port the lethality of our Armed Forces.

Again, my amendment is similar to
repeated efforts by the House to pre-
vent national security dollars from
being wasted to advance the Presi-
dent’s onerous green energy and cli-
mate change requirements. So I ask
that the House continue that opposi-
tion to this nondefense agenda by sup-
porting my amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I claim the time in opposition.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. PETERS).

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Chairman, I oppose
this amendment.

In January of this year, the Pentagon
issued a directive saying: ‘““The Depart-
ment of Defense must be able to adapt
current and future operations to ad-
dress the impacts of climate change in
order to maintain an effective and effi-
cient U.S. military.”

This followed a DOD report to Con-
gress released last July that said: ‘‘Cli-
mate change is an urgent and growing
threat to our national security, con-
tributing to increased natural disas-
ters, refugee flows, and conflicts over
basic resources such as food and water

. . and the scope, scale, and intensity
of these impacts are projected to in-
crease.”

From 2006 to 2010, Syria experienced
overwhelming refugee flows that DOD
characterized as a climate-related se-
curity risk creating negative effects on
human security and requiring DOD in-
volvement and resources.

In 2014, the Pentagon reported that
the impacts of climate change may in-
crease the frequency, scale, and com-
plexity of future missions, while at the
same time undermining the capacity of
our domestic installation to support
training activities.

The readiness of our military depends
on being able to train and equip the
most advanced force in the world, but
the threat of rising sea levels from es-
calating temperatures and melting ice-
caps could put dozens of military in-
stallations at risk.

San Diego is home to the largest con-
centration of military forces in the
world. With seven military installa-
tions in my district alone, rising sea
levels, drought, and finding reliable en-
ergy sources all pose challenges. San
Diego military installations are invest-
ing in energy security and increasing
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water and energy efficiency. We should
not undermine those efforts.

This amendment is an attempt by
top politicians to prevent the Depart-
ment of Defense, which is tasked with
maintaining a strong military, keeping
all Americans safe, and protecting our
global interests from addressing what
they call an urgent and growing threat
to our own national security. But na-
tional defense is not about politics or
ideology. It is about security, readi-
ness, and continuing to field the most
dynamic and effective military in the
world. We cannot have that if we ig-
nore science and the concerns of the
brightest military minds in the United
States of America.

I oppose this reckless amendment,
and I urge my colleagues to do the
same.

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, how
much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Louisiana has 2 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Washington
has 2% minutes remaining.

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, I
would respond, first of all, by saying I
think we all see the reports. If you are
on Armed Services, you hear our gen-
erals talk about how our readiness is in
dire straits, that we can’t respond to
the challenges around the world.

At a time like this, why would we
want to pay 5 or 10 times the nominal
amount for fuel? It makes no sense.

To my colleague who wants to argue
climate change: fine, we can argue
that. But this is not the place to de-
bate that.

You see, my amendment allows for
the Department of Defense to do what-
ever is best for our Armed Forces.
Whether you agree with climate
change or not, it doesn’t matter. All we
say is let’s free up the DOD, our Armed
Forces, and our generals to do the
right thing.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. SARBANES).

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the Obama adminis-
tration issued two critical executive
orders directing Federal agencies to
take responsibility for anticipating and
responding to the effects of climate
change.

This amendment that is being pro-
posed would block the Department of
Defense from undertaking that effort.
The amendment is ill-advised. It
doesn’t protect and prepare the Amer-
ican people for the impacts of climate
change, and it won’t help our military
operate in a new security environment
created by climate change.

Climate change poses a significant
security threat to the United States
and the world at large. But don’t take
it from me. Our Nation’s military lead-
ers are saying we need to prepare for
this new threat. The proponents of this
amendment should listen to the mili-
tary experts, not the special interest
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polluters that benefit from climate de-
nial and the status quo.

As a member of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee, I have been frus-
trated that the Republican majority
has refused to hold serious hearings on
the urgent problem of climate change,
so Democrats on that committee went
to Annapolis in my State to hold a cli-
mate change field forum.

We heard testimony from Vice Admi-
ral Ted Carter, the Superintendent of
the Naval Academy. He told us that
our future military leaders are learn-
ing about the science of climate change
and the national security consequences
that stem from it. He testified that be-
cause the Naval Academy sits on the
waters of the Chesapeake Bay, they
have several projects in motion to ad-
dress sea level rise and the increased
regularity of flooding. They are retro-
fitting older buildings and building new
facilities that double as seawalls to
protect the campus.

Vice Admiral Carter also told
harrowing stories of sailing aircraft
carriers in between two massive hurri-
canes and equipment that short-
circuited in waters with surface tem-
peratures in excess of 100 degrees.

Certainly my colleagues on the Re-
publican side would not deny that
these are consequential problems.
Leaders like Admiral Carter cannot af-
ford the luxury of ideological climate
denial. He is taking the right steps to
address climate change. We should sup-
port him and our other military lead-
ers. Unfortunately, this amendment
would do the opposite. For that reason,
I urge its defeat.

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, again,
my amendment is not a debate about
climate change, regardless of where
you fall on that issue. All this does is
free up DOD to make the vital impor-
tant decisions on that, instead of
handcuffing it.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, actually, it precisely does
handcuff them by telling them how to
make their decisions, saying they can’t
make a decision based on their belief
that needs for alternatives to fossil
fuels are important. If we don’t wish to
handcuff them, don’t offer an amend-
ment telling them that they have to
spend their money in a certain way.
That is exactly what this amendment
does.

Again, there are multiple reasons for
making these investments in alter-
native energy. I will return to one that
was raised by Mr. GIBSON.

Out in the field, you need multiple
different sources of energy. If you can
get a situation where you have prop-
erly developed solar power or thermal
power and you can use that on the spot
where you are at, instead of relying on
trucks to bring in diesel or gasoline,
you are saving lives.

This is an investment in making our
military more prepared. What this
amendment does is it restricts the abil-
ity of the Department of Defense to
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make that investment. If you don’t
want to restrict them, don’t restrict
them.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, how
much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Louisiana has 1 minute remain-
ing.

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, with
all due respect to the ranking member,
all my amendment does is holds the
status quo before these two executive
orders; and that is, the commanders in
the field and the generals at the Pen-
tagon can do whatever is best for the
military, whether or not it has to do
with saving money or spending more
money on alternative forms of energy.

My amendment frees them up. It does
not restrict them in any way.

I urge adoption of this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. FLEMING).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Louisiana will be
postponed.

0 1545

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. PEARCE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 3 printed in
House Report 114-571.

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

After section 7004, insert the following:

SEC. 7005. RETURN OF CERTAIN LANDS AT FORT
WINGATE TO THE ORIGINAL INHAB-
ITANTS ACT.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘“Return of Certain Lands At
Fort Wingate to The Original Inhabitants
Act”.

(b) DIVISION AND TREATMENT OF LANDS OF
FORMER FORT WINGATE DEPOT ACTIVITY, NEW
MEXICO, TO BENEFIT THE ZUNI TRIBE AND NAV-
AJO NATION.—

(1) IMMEDIATE TRUST ON BEHALF OF ZUNI
TRIBE; EXCEPTION.—Subject to valid existing
rights and to easements reserved pursuant to
subsection (c), all right, title, and interest of
the United States in and to the lands of
Former Fort Wingate Depot Activity de-
picted in dark blue on the map titled ‘“The
Fort Wingate Depot Activity Negotiated
Property Division April 2016” (in this section
referred to as the ‘“Map’’) and transferred to
the Secretary of the Interior are to be held
in trust by the Secretary of the Interior for
the Zuni Tribe as part of the Zuni Reserva-
tion, unless the Zuni Tribe otherwise elects
under clause (ii) of paragraph (3)(C) to have
the parcel conveyed to it in Restricted Fee
Status.

(2) IMMEDIATE TRUST ON BEHALF OF THE
NAVAJO NATION; EXCEPTION.—Subject to valid
existing rights and to easements reserved
pursuant to subsection (c), all right, title,



H2736

and interest of the United States in and to
the lands of Former Fort Wingate Depot Ac-
tivity depicted in dark green on the Map and
transferred to the Secretary of the Interior
are to be held in trust by the Secretary of
the Interior for the Navajo Nation as part of
the Navajo Reservation, unless the Navajo
Nation otherwise elects under clause (ii) of
paragraph (3)(C) to have the parcel conveyed
to it in Restricted Fee Status.

(3) SUBSEQUENT TRANSFER AND TRUST; RE-
STRICTED FEE STATUS ALTERNATIVE.—

(A) TRANSFER UPON COMPLETION OF REMEDI-
ATION.—Not later than 60 days after the date
on which the Secretary of the Army, with
the concurrence of the New Mexico Environ-
ment Department, notifies the Secretary of
the Interior that remediation of a parcel of
land of Former Fort Wingate Depot Activity
has been completed consistent with sub-
section (d), the Secretary of the Army shall
transfer administrative jurisdiction over the
parcel to the Secretary of the Interior.

(B) NOTIFICATION OF TRANSFER.—Not later
than 30 days after the date on which the Sec-
retary of the Army transfers administrative
jurisdiction over a parcel of land of Former
Fort Wingate Depot Activity under subpara-
graph (A), the Secretary of the Interior shall
notify the Zuni Tribe and Navajo Nation of
the transfer of administrative jurisdiction
over the parcel.

(C) TRUST OR RESTRICTED FEE STATUS.—

(i) TrRUST.—Except as provided in clause
(ii), the Secretary of the Interior shall hold
each parcel of land of Former Fort Wingate
Depot Activity transferred under subpara-
graph (A) in trust—

(I) for the Zuni Tribe, in the case of land
depicted in blue on the Map; or

(IT) for the Navajo Nation, in the case of
land depicted in green on the Map.

(ii) RESTRICTED FEE STATUS.—In lieu of
having a parcel of land held in trust under
clause (i), the Zuni Tribe, with respect to
land depicted in blue on the Map, and the
Navajo Nation, with respect to land depicted
in green on the Map, may elect to have the
Secretary of the Interior convey the parcel
or any portion of the parcel to it in re-
stricted fee status.

(iii) NOTIFICATION OF ELECTION.—Not later
than 45 days after the date on which the Zuni
Tribe or the Navajo Nation receives notice
under subparagraph (B) of the transfer of ad-
ministrative jurisdiction over a parcel of
land of Former Fort Wingate Depot Activity,
the Zuni Tribe or the Navajo Nation shall
notify the Secretary of the Interior of an
election under clause (ii) for conveyance of
the parcel or any portion of the parcel in re-
stricted fee status.

(iv) CONVEYANCE.—As soon as practicable
after receipt of a notice from the Zuni Tribe
or the Navajo Nation under clause (iii), but
in no case later than 6 months after receipt
of the notice, the Secretary of the Interior
shall convey, in restricted fee status, the
parcel of land of Former Fort Wingate Depot
Activity covered by the notice to the Zuni
Tribe or the Navajo Nation, as the case may
be.

(v) RESTRICTED FEE STATUS DEFINED.—For
purposes of this section only, the term ‘‘re-
stricted fee status’, with respect to land
conveyed under clause (iv), means that the
land so conveyed—

(I) shall be owned in fee by the Indian tribe
to whom the land is conveyed;

(IT) shall be part of the Indian tribe’s Res-
ervation and expressly made subject to the
jurisdiction of the Indian Tribe;

(ITIT) shall not be sold by the Indian tribe
without the consent of Congress;

(IV) shall not be subject to taxation by a
State or local government other than the
government of the Indian tribe; and
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(V) shall not be subject to any provision of
law providing for the review or approval by
the Secretary of the Interior before an In-
dian tribe may use the land for any purpose,
directly or through agreement with another
party.

(4) SURVEY AND BOUNDARY REQUIREMENTS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-
terior shall—

(i) provide for the survey of lands of
Former Fort Wingate Depot Activity taken
into trust for the Zuni Tribe or the Navajo
Nation or conveyed in restricted fee status
for the Zuni Tribe or the Navajo Nation
under paragraph (1), (2), or (3); and

(ii) establish legal boundaries based on the
Map as parcels are taken into trust or con-
veyed in restricted fee status.

(B) CONSULTATION.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Secretary of the Interior shall con-
sult with the Zuni Tribe and the Navajo Na-
tion to determine their priorities regarding
the order in which parcels should be sur-
veyed and, to the greatest extent feasible,
the Secretary shall follow these priorities.

(5) RELATION TO CERTAIN REGULATIONS.—
Part 151 of title 25, Code of Federal Regula-
tions, shall not apply to taking lands of
Former Fort Wingate Depot Activity into
trust under paragraph (1), (2), or (3).

(6) FORT WINGATE LAUNCH COMPLEX LAND
STATUS.—Upon certification by the Secretary
of Defense that the area generally depicted
as ‘“‘Fort Wingate Launch Complex’ on the
Map is no longer required for military pur-
poses and can be transferred to the Secretary
of the Interior—

(A) the areas generally depicted as “FWLC
A” and “FWLC B” on the Map shall be held
in trust by the Secretary of the Interior for
the Zuni Tribe in accordance with this sub-
section; and

(B) the areas generally depicted as “FWLC
C” and “FWLC D” on the Map shall be held
in trust by the Secretary of the Interior for
the Navajo Nation in accordance with this
subsection.

(c) RETENTION OF NECESSARY EASEMENTS
AND ACCESS.—

(1) TREATMENT OF EXISTING EASEMENTS,
PERMIT RIGHTS, AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The lands of Former Fort
Wingate Depot Activity held in trust or con-
veyed in restricted fee status pursuant to
subsection (b) shall be held in trust with
easements, permit rights, and rights-of-way,
and access associated with such easements,
permit rights, and rights-of-way, of any ap-
plicable utility service provider in existence
or for which an application is pending for ex-
isting facilities at the time of the convey-
ance or change to trust status, including the
right to upgrade applicable utility services
recognized and preserved, in perpetuity and
without the right of revocation (except as
provided in subparagraph (B)).

(B) TERMINATION.—ANn easement, permit
right, or right-of-way recognized and pre-
served under subparagraph (A) shall termi-
nate only—

(i) on the relocation of an applicable util-
ity service referred to in subparagraph (A),
but only with respect to that portion of the
utility facilities that are relocated; or

(ii) with the consent of the holder of the
easement, permit right, or right-of-way.

(C) ADDITIONAL EASEMENTS.—The Secretary
of the Interior shall grant to a utility service
provider, without consideration, such addi-
tional easements across lands held in trust
or conveyed in restricted fee status pursuant
to subsection (b) as the Secretary considers
necessary to accommodate the relocation or
reconnection of a utility service existing on
the date of enactment of this section.

(2) ACCESS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE
ACTIONS.—The lands of Former Fort Wingate
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Depot Activity held in trust or conveyed in
restricted fee status pursuant to subsection
(b) shall be subject to reserved access by the
United States as the Secretary of the Army
and the Secretary of the Interior determine
are reasonably required to permit access to
lands of Former Fort Wingate Depot Activ-
ity for administrative and environmental re-
sponse purposes. The Secretary of the Army
shall provide to the governments of the Zuni
Tribe and the Navajo Nation written copies
of all access reservations under this sub-
section.

(3) SHARED ACCESS.—

(A) PARCEL 1 SHARED CULTURAL AND RELI-
GIOUS ACCESS.—In the case of the lands of
Former Fort Wingate Depot Activity de-
picted as Parcel 1 on the Map, the lands shall
be held in trust subject to a shared easement
for cultural and religious purposes only.
Both the Zuni Tribe and the Navajo Nation
shall have unhindered access to their respec-
tive cultural and religious sites within Par-
cel 1. Within 1 year after the date of the en-
actment of this section, the Zuni Tribe and
the Navajo Nation shall exchange detailed
information to document the existence of
cultural and religious sites within Parcel 1
for the purpose of carrying out this subpara-
graph. The information shall also be pro-
vided to the Secretary of the Interior.

(B) OTHER SHARED ACCESS.—Subject to the
written consent of both the Zuni Tribe and
the Navajo Nation, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior may facilitate shared access to other
lands held in trust or restricted fee status
pursuant to subsection (b), including, but
not limited to, religious and cultural sites.

(4) T-40 FRONTAGE ROAD ENTRANCE.—The ac-
cess road for the Former Fort Wingate Depot
Activity, which originates at the frontage
road for Interstate 40 and leads to the parcel
of the Former Fort Wingate Depot Activity
depicted as ‘‘administration area’ on the
Map, shall be held in common by the Zuni
Tribe and Navajo Nation to provide for equal
access to Former Fort Wingate Depot Activ-
ity.

(6) COMPATIBILITY WITH DEFENSE ACTIVI-
TIES.—The lands of Former Fort Wingate
Depot Activity held in trust or conveyed in
restricted fee status pursuant to subsection
(b) shall be subject to reservations by the
United States as the Secretary of Defense de-
termines are reasonably required to permit
access to lands of the Fort Wingate launch
complex for administrative, test operations,
and launch operations purposes. The Sec-
retary of Defense shall provide the govern-
ments of the Zuni Tribe and the Navajo Na-
tion written copies of all reservations under
this paragraph.

(d) ENVIRONMENTAL REMEDIATION.—Nothing
in this section shall be construed as alle-
viating, altering, or affecting the responsi-
bility of the United States for cleanup and
remediation of Former Fort Wingate Depot
Activity in accordance with the Comprehen-
sive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980.

(e) PROHIBITION ON GAMING.—Any real prop-
erty of the Former Fort Wingate Depot Ac-
tivity and all other real property subject to
this section shall not be eligible, or used, for
any gaming activity carried out under the
Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (256 U.S.C.
2701 et seq.).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico.

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chair, in January
of 1993, the BRAC Commission closed



May 18, 2016

Fort Wingate in New Mexico. Fort
Wingate was destined and designated
to go to two tribes, equitably divided
between the two—the Navajo Nation
and the Zunis.

During the past 12 years, I have been
involved in negotiations back and forth
between the tribes. The lands were oc-
cupied ancestrally by both tribes.
There have been many long, ongoing
discussions between all of the parties.
We have gotten signatures in the past
from different members of the Navajo
government. We currently have a letter
dated May 16, 2016, in which it states
that it is the opinion of the Navajo Na-
tion that the land division and the
terms developed between the two tribes
would provide a solution to the land di-
vision.

All we are asking is that the agreed-
upon maps be distributed in accordance
with the terms, signed by the speaker
of the Navajo Nation and the Zunis.
That is the purpose of this amendment
today. It is a fairly simple distribution
according to the provisions that are
listed in the BRAC ruling of January
1993.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I claim the time in opposition.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Minnesota (Ms. MCCOLLUM).

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I rise in
opposition to this amendment in its
current form and at this particular
time.

This amendment, as it has been
pointed out, directly impacts two fed-
erally recognized tribal nations: the
Navajo Nation and the Zuni Pueblo Na-
tion in New Mexico.

They have been working with the De-
partment of Defense to resolve the dis-
position of this excess Federal land.
The Navajo is one of the tribes that
would receive the land in transfer, and
it is opposed to some of the language
that is still occurring in this amend-
ment. The Pearce amendment, unfortu-
nately, claims a provision that would
require a right-of-way in perpetuity to
the Navajo, and the Navajo agrees, it is
my understanding, to work toward
some of the land transfer.

I ask the gentleman: Are they aware
that the Navajo doesn’t agree in having
this land transfer go in perpetuity and
that it would like to work something
else out?

I yield to the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. PEARCE).

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chair, that is a
provision that I, personally, did not
put into the bill. It came from the com-
mittee of jurisdiction, the Natural Re-
sources Committee. They insisted on it
because it is prevailing language under
the law.

The objection in the letter from the
Navajo, which I was just showing the
gentlewoman  previously, describes
that, and the language reads that they
have so far failed to acquire a new
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right-of-way with the U.S. Army and
now have come to Congress to address
their error.

What has happened is that the right-
of-way has yielded, and the language
here was language that has previously
been set up by the committee in order
to address this.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Reclaiming my
time, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Chair, there is some disagree-
ment as to how this language should be
structured. I don’t think we should be
pushing through something that the
Navajo Nation now finds controversial
but that wasn’t controversial when
working with the Department of De-
fense and making sure that they had
the right-of-way and access to the land.

It is a sovereign nation. There are
only 10 minutes of debate. There seems
to be a little bit of uncertainty as to
where the Navajo Nation is coming
down on the particular language that
the gentleman has. I do not fault the
gentleman for bringing the language
forward, as Chairman BISHOP has
changed from what the original con-
versation had been between the sov-
ereign nation and the Department of
Defense by putting the perpetuity in it.

I believe we should respect the right
of sovereignty of the tribe, and I be-
lieve at this time we should defeat the
amendment. I would like to work with
the gentleman to come up with lan-
guage that is acceptable both for the
Department of Defense and the two
tribal nations. They were so very close.
I would like to make that happen.

Mr. PEARCE. Again, addressing the
gentlewoman, those are the subjects
that Mr. LUJAN and I have agreed that
we would work on in conference. I
think that we are more than willing to
accommodate, but to stall this out
now—this is the last vehicle this year.
Literally, we are out of time. I would
gladly accept the gentlewoman’s help
in the conference committee, and I
want to resolve this. Again, I have been
working on it for 12 years. We go and
we get the signatures. It has been very
arduous on the parts of all, and I un-
derstand the difficulty when you have
aboriginal lands.

Again, when I look at the language,
it is language that was previously es-
tablished in the Ho-Chunk Nation dis-
tribution. The language literally is set
in precedent, and the committee ex-
plains to us there is not much option
there; but I am more than willing to
work on the issue with the gentle-
woman.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. PEARCE. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Minnesota.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I look
forward to working with the gen-
tleman. I am sure we can come up with
an accomodation that will make every-
one satisfied.

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chair, reclaiming
my time, what we are trying to do is
put into the hands of two Indian na-
tions land that has been designated for
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them since 1993. I think that all parties
just want it to be done in the right
fashion. We are so close at this point
that I would really appreciate the fact
that we put it in this bill, that we in-
clude it, and move it into the con-
ference. I am certain that with the
Senator’s input, they will be listening
to the same concerns as the gentle-
woman is listening to.

Again, I appreciate the help of Mr.
YoUNG, Mr. LuJAN—all of those par-
ties—and both Chairman THORNBERRY
and Chairman BISHOP.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chair, in closing,
again, I just appreciate the consider-
ation by the gentlewoman.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR.

THORNBERRY OF TEXAS

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, pur-
suant to House Resolution 735, I offer
amendments en bloc.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendments en bloc.

Amendments en bloc No. 1 consisting
of amendment Nos. 4, 13, 15, 16, 17, 19,
21, 22, 24, 26, 29, 30, and 31 printed in
House Report No. 114-571, offered by
Mr. THORNBERRY of Texas:

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. SCHWEIKERT
OF ARIZONA

Page 372, after line 8, insert the following:

SEC. 1014. UNMANNED AERIAL SYSTEMS TRAIN-
ING MISSIONS.

The Secretary of Defense shall coordinate
unmanned aerial systems training missions
along the southern border of the United
States in order to support the Department of
Homeland Security’s counter-narcotic traf-
ficking efforts.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MRS. DAVIS OF
CALIFORNIA

In section 522, page 120, strike lines 9
through 19, and insert the following:

Section 701(i) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by striking paragraph (3)
and inserting the following new paragraph:

“(3) In the event that two members of the
armed forces who are married to each other
adopt a child in a qualifying child adoption,
the two members shall be allowed a total of
at least 36 days of leave under this sub-
section, to be shared between the two mem-
bers. The Secretary concerned shall permit
the transfer of such leave between the two
members to accommodate individual family
circumstances.”.

In section 529, page 130,
through 20.

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. COSTELLO
OF PENNSYLVANIA

At the end of subtitle H of title V, add the
following new section:

SEC. 5 . REPORT ON EXTENDING PROTEC-
TIONS FOR STUDENT LOANS FOR AC-
TIVE DUTY BORROWERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of Defense, in consultation
with the Secretary of Education, shall sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a report detailing the information,
assistance, and efforts to support and inform

strike lines 9
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active duty members of the Armed Forces
with respect to the rights and resources
available under the Servicemembers Civil
Relief Act (50 U.S.C. 3901 et seq.) regarding
student loans. The report shall include, at a
minimum, the following:

(1) A description of the coordination and
information sharing between the Secretary
of Defense and the Secretary of Education
regarding the eligibility of members, and re-
quests by members, to apply the interest
rate limitation under the Servicemembers
Civil Relief Act with respect to existing Fed-
eral and private student loans.

(2) The number of such members with stu-
dent loans who elect to have the maximum
interest rates set in accordance with such
Act.

(3) The number of such members whose
student loans have an interest rate that ex-
ceeds such maximum rate.

(4) Methods by which the Secretary of De-
fense and the Secretary of Education can
automate the process by which members
with student loans elect to have the max-
imum interest rates set in accordance with
such Act.

(5) A discussion of the effectiveness of such
Act in providing protection to members of
the Armed Forces with respect to student
loans.

(b) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term
‘“‘appropriate congressional committees”
means the follow:

(1) The congressional defense committees.

(2) The Committee on Education and the
Workforce of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions of the Senate.
AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS

OF FLORIDA
Page 173, after line 2, insert the following:
SEC. 599A. EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN REIMBURSE-
MENTS OF MEDICAL EXPENSES AND
OTHER PAYMENTS FROM DETER-
MINATION OF ANNUAL INCOME
WITH RESPECT TO PENSIONS FOR

VETERANS AND SURVIVING
SPOUSES AND CHILDREN OF VET-
ERANS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1503(a) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (6) through
(12) as paragraphs (7) through (13), respec-
tively; and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (6):

‘(6) payments regarding reimbursements
of any kind (including insurance settlement
payments) for medical expenses resulting
from any accident, theft, loss, or casualty
loss (as defined by the Secretary), but the
amount excluded under this clause shall not
exceed the costs of medical care provided to
the victim of the accident, theft, loss, or cas-
ualty loss.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
the date that is 180 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. LARSON OF
CONNECTICUT

At the end of subtitle C of title VII, add
the following new section:

SEC. 7 . APPLIED BEHAVIOR ANALYSIS.

(a) RATES OF REIMBURSEMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In furnishing applied be-
havior analysis under the TRICARE program
to individuals described in paragraph (2) dur-
ing the period beginning on the date of the
enactment of this Act, and ending on Decem-
ber 31, 2018, the Secretary of Defense shall
ensure that the reimbursement rates for pro-
viders of applied behavior analysis are not
less than the rates that were in effect on
March 31, 2016.
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(2) INDIVIDUALS DESCRIBED.—Individuals de-
scribed in this paragraph are individuals who
are covered beneficiaries (as defined in sec-
tion 1072 of title 10, United States Code) by
reason of being a member or former member
of the Army, Navy, Air Force, or Marine
Corps, including the reserve components
thereof, or a dependent of such a member or
former member.

(b) ANALYSIS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon the completion of
the Department of Defense Comprehensive
Autism Care Demonstration, the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs shall
conduct an analysis to—

(A) use data gathered during the dem-
onstration to set future reimbursement rates
for providers of applied behavior analysis
under the TRICARE program; and

(B) review comparative commercial insur-
ance claims for purposes of setting such fu-
ture rates, including by—

(i) conducting an analysis of the compara-
tive total of commercial insurance claims
billed for applied behavior analysis; and

(ii) reviewing any covered beneficiary limi-
tations on access to applied behavior anal-
ysis services at various military installa-
tions throughout the United States.

(2) SUBMISSION.—The Assistant Secretary
shall submit to the congressional defense
committees the analysis conducted under
paragraph (1).

(¢) FUNDING.—

1) INCREASE.—Notwithstanding the
amounts set forth in the funding tables in di-
vision D, the amount authorized to be appro-
priated in section 1405 for the Defense Health
Program, as specified in the corresponding
funding table in section 4501, for Private Sec-
tor Care is hereby increased by $32,000,000.

(2) OFFSET.—Notwithstanding the amounts
set forth in the funding tables in division D,
the amount authorized to be appropriated in
section 4301 for operation and maintenance,
as specified in the corresponding funding
table in section 4301, for the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (Line 300) is hereby re-
duced by $32,000,000.

(d) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that amounts should be appro-
priated for behavioral health treatment of
TRICARE beneficiaries, including pursuant
to this section, in a manner to ensure the ap-
propriate and equitable access to such treat-
ment by all such beneficiaries.

AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR. KELLY OF
PENNSYLVANIA

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF
FUNDS TO IMPLEMENT THE ARMS
TRADE TREATY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this Act or other-
wise made available for fiscal year 2017 for
the Department of Defense may be obligated
or expended to fund a Secretariat or any
other international organization established
to support the implementation of the Arms
Trade Treaty, to sustain domestic prosecu-
tions based on any charge related to the
Treaty, or to implement the Treaty until the
Senate approves a resolution of ratification
for the Treaty and implementing legislation
for the Treaty has been enacted into law.

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to preclude
the Department of Defense from assisting
foreign countries in bringing their laws, reg-
ulations, and practices related to export con-
trol up to United States standards.

AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MR. MULVANEY
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Page 603, after line 6, insert the following:
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SEC. 1523. CODIFICATION OF OFFICE OF MAN-
AGEMENT AND BUDGET CRITERIA.

The Secretary of Defense shall implement
the following criteria in requests for over-
seas contingency operations:

(1) Geographic Area Covered — For theater
of operations for non-classified war overseas
contingency operations funding, the geo-
graphic areas in which combat or direct com-
bat support operations occur are: Iraq, Af-
ghanistan, Pakistan, Kazakhstan,
Tajikistan, Kyrhyzstan, the Horn of Africa,
Persian Gulf and Gulf nations, Arabian Sea,
the Indian Ocean, the Philippines, and other
countries on a case-by-case basis.

(2) Permitted Inclusions in the Overseas
Contingency Operation Budget

(A) Major Equipment

(i) Replacement of loses that have occurred
but only for items not already programmed
for replacement in the Future Years Defense
Plan (FYDP), but not including accelera-
tions, which must be made in the base budg-
et.

(ii) Replacement or repair to original capa-
bility (to upgraded capability if that is cur-
rently available) of equipment returning
from theater. The replacement may be a
similar end item if the original item is no
longer in production. Incremental cost of
non-war related upgrades, if made, should be
included in the base.

(iii) Purchase of specialized, theater-spe-
cific equipment.

(iv) Funding for major equipment must be
obligated within 12 months.

(B) Ground Equipment Replacement

(i) For combat losses and returning equip-
ment that is not economical to repair, the
replacement of equipment may be given to
coalition partners, if consistent with ap-
proved policy.

(ii) In-theater stocks above customary
equipping levels on a case-by-case basis.

(C) Equipment Modifications

(i) Operationally-required modifications to
equipment used in theater or in direct sup-
port of combat operations and that is not al-
ready programmed in FYDP.

(ii) Funding for equipment modifications
must be able be obligated in 12 months.

(D) Munitions

(i) Replenishment of munitions expended
in combat operations in theater.

(ii) Training ammunition for theater-
unique training events.

(iii) While forecasted expenditures are not
permitted, a case-by-case assessment for mu-
nitions where existing stocks are insufficient
to sustain theater combat operations.

(E) Aircraft Replacement

(i) Combat losses by accident that occur in
the theater of operations.

(ii) Combat losses by enemy action that
occur in the theater of operations.

(F') Military Construction

(i) Facilities and infrastructure in the the-
ater of operations in direct support of com-
bat operations. The level of construction
should be the minimum to meet operational
requirements.

(ii) At non-enduring locations, facilities
and infrastructure for temporary use.

(iii) At enduring locations, facilities and
infrastructure for temporary use.

(iv) At enduring locations, construction re-
quirements must be tied to surge operations
or major changes in operational require-
ments and will be considered on a case-by-
case basis.

(G) Research and development projects for
combat operations in these specific theaters
that can be delivered in 12 months.

(H) Operations

(i) Direct War costs:

(I) Transport of personnel, equipment, and
supplies to, from and within the theater of
operations.
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(IT) Deployment-specific training and prep-
aration for unites and personnel (military
and civilian) to assume their directed mis-
sions as defined in the orders for deployment
into the theater of operations.

(ii) Within the theater, the incremental
costs above the funding programmed in the
base budget to:

(I) Support commanders in the conduct of
their directed missions (to include Emer-
gency Response Programs).

(IT) Build and maintain temporary facili-
ties.

(ITI) Provide food, fuel, supplies,
tracted services and other support.

(IV) Cover the operational costs of coali-
tion partners supporting US military mis-
sions, as mutually agreed.

(iii) Indirect war costs incurred outside the
theater of operations will be evaluated on a
case-by-case basis.

(I) Health

(i) Short-term care directly related to
combat.

(ii) Infrastructure that is only to be used
during the current conflict.

(J) Personnel

(i) Incremental special pays and allow-
ances for Service members and civilians de-
ployed to a combat zone.

(ii) Incremental pay, special pays and al-
lowances for Reserve Component personnel
mobilized to support war missions.

(K) Special Operations Command

(i) Operations that meet the criteria in
this guidance.

(ii) Equipment that meets the criteria in
this guidance.

(L) Prepositioned Supplies and equipment
for resetting in-theater stocks of supplies
and equipment to pre-war levels.

(M) Security force funding to train, equip,
and sustain Iraqi and Afghan military and
police forces.

(N) Fuel

(i) War fuel costs and funding to ensure
that logistical support to combat operations
is not degraded due to cash losses in the De-
partment of Defense’s baseline fuel program.

(ii) Enough of any base fuel shortfall at-
tributable to fuel price increases to maintain
sufficient on-hand cash for the Defense
Working Capital Funds to cover seven days
disbursements.

(3) Excluded items from Overseas Contin-
gency Funding that must be funded from the
base budget

(A) Training vehicles, aircraft, ammuni-
tion, and simulators, but not training base
stocks of specialized, theater-specific equip-
ment that is required to support combat op-
erations in the theater of operations, and
support to deployment-specific training de-
scribed above.

(B) Acceleration of equipment service life
extension programs already in the Future
Years Defense Plan.

(C) Base Realignment and Closure projects.

(D) Family support initiatives

(i) Construction of childcare facilities.

(i) Funding for private-public partisan-
ships to expand military families’ access to
childcare.

(iii) Support for service members’ spouses
professional development.

(E) Programs to maintain industrial base
capacity including ‘‘war-stoppers.”

(F') Personnel

(i) Recruiting and retention bonuses to
maintain end-strength.

(ii) Basic Pay and the Basic allowances for
Housing and Subsistence for permanently
authorized end strength.

(iii) Individual augmentees on a case-by-
case basis.

(G) Support for the personnel, operations,
or the construction or maintenance of facili-

con-
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ties, at U.S. Offices of Security Cooperation
in theater.

(H) Costs for reconfiguring prepositioned
supplies and equipment or for maintaining
them.

(4) Special Situations — Items proposed for
increases in reprogrammings or as payback
for prior reprogrammings must meet the cri-
teria above.

AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MR. HIMES OF

CONNECTICUT

At the end of subtitle C of title XVI, add
the following:

SEC. 16 . REPORT ON POLICIES FOR RESPOND-
ING TO MALICIOUS CYBER ACTIVI-
TIES CARRIED OUT AGAINST THE
UNITED STATES OR UNITED STATES
PERSONS BY FOREIGN STATES OR
NON-STATE ACTORS.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to
the congressional defense committees a re-
port on policies, doctrine, procedures, and
authorities governing Department of Defense
activities in response to malicious cyber ac-
tivities carried out against the United States
or United States persons by foreign states or
non-state actors.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required under
subsection (a) shall include the following:

(1) Specific citations to appropriate associ-
ated Executive branch and agency directives,
guidance, instructions, and other authori-
tative policy documents.

(2) Descriptions of relevant authorities,
rules of engagement, command and control
structures, and response plans.

AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED BY MS. TSONGAS

OF MASSACHUSETTS

At the end of subtitle C of title I, add the
following new section:

SEC.1 . REPORT ON P-8 POSEIDON AIRCRAFT.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than Oc-
tober 1, 2017, the Secretary of the Navy shall
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees a report regarding future capabilities
for the P-8 Poseidon aircraft.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report under sub-
section (a) shall include, with respect to the
P-8 Poseidon aircraft, the following:

(1) A review of possible upgrades by the
Navy to the sensors onboard the aircraft, in-
cluding intelligence, surveillance, and recon-
naissance sensors currently being fielded on
Air Force platforms.

(2) An assessment of the ability of the
Navy to use long-range multispectral imag-
ing systems onboard the aircraft.

AMENDMENT NO. 26 OFFERED BY MR.
BLUMENAUER OF OREGON

At the end of subtitle D of title I, add the
following new section:

SEC. 1 . REPORT ON COST OF B-21 AIRCRAFT.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Defense shall submit to the congressional de-
fense committees a report on the cost of the
B-21 aircraft. The report shall include an es-
timate of the total cost of research, produc-
tion, and maintenance for the aircraft ex-
pressed in constant base-year dollars and in
current dollars.

AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. KILDEE OF
MICHIGAN

At the end of subtitle B of title III, insert
the following:

SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the Sense of Congress that the Depart-
ment of Defense should work with State and
local health officials to prevent human expo-
sure to perfluorinated chemicals.

AMENDMENT NO. 30 OFFERED BY MR. POLIQUIN

OF MAINE

At the end of subtitle D of title III, add the

following new section:
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. REPORT ON AVERAGE TRAVEL COSTS
OF MEMBERS OF THE RESERVE
COMPONENTS.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Defense shall submit to Congress a report on
the travel expenses of members of reserve
components associated with performing ac-
tive duty service, active service, full-time
National Guard duty, active Guard and Re-
serve duty, and inactive-duty training, as
such terms are defined in section 101(d) of
title 10, United States Code. Such report
shall include the average annual cost for all
travel expenses for a member of a reserve
component.

AMENDMENT NO. 31 OFFERED BY MR.
FARENTHOLD OF TEXAS

At the end of title III, add the following

new section:

SEC. 3 . ACCESS TO WIRELESS HIGH-SPEED
INTERNET AND NETWORK CONNEC-
TIONS FOR CERTAIN MEMBERS OF
THE ARMED FORCES DEPLOYED
OVERSEAS.

Consistent with section 2492a of title 10,
United States Code, the Secretary of Defense
is encouraged to enter into contracts with
third-party vendors in order to provide mem-
bers of the Armed Forces who are deployed
overseas at any United States military facil-
ity, at which wireless high-speed Internet
and network connections are otherwise
available, with access to such Internet and
network connections without charge.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY) and the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
SMITH) each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. FARENTHOLD).

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chair, I rise
in support of my amendment, which is
included in here, that encourages the
Department of Defense to provide free
Wi-Fi access of the Internet to military
personnel who are deployed overseas.

Right now our military personnel, in
some instances, are required to pay
twice as much as a typical American
family would pay for access to the
Internet. Access to the Internet is a
way for our troops to keep their morale
high by staying in touch with their
families back home by using tech-
nology like FaceTime and Skype.

This amendment does not require
any expenditure by the military. It
merely instructs the military to work
towards this goal: to make it available
where possible and to indicate that it
should be a priority. It doesn’t cost
anything, but it is a great morale
booster, and it should be great for our
troops.

I urge my colleagues to support this.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I yield myself 3 minutes.

I speak about the broader bill. Unfor-
tunately, something happened in the
Rules Committee yesterday that has
been happening far too often in recent
years. This was much debated during
the debate over the rule, but I didn’t
have a chance to come and talk about
it.

There was an amendment added in
committee that overturns an executive

SEC. 3



H2740

order by the President. The executive
order basically says: if you discrimi-
nate against the LGBT community,
you will not be allowed to get govern-
ment contracts.

That executive order also had an ex-
ception for religious organizations. The
amendment that was added in com-
mittee—and it is much debated as to
what it did or didn’t do, but my read-
ing of it is that it dramatically ex-
pands that exception and basically in-
creases the ability of defense firms and
subcontractors to discriminate against
the LGBT community.

The larger problem here is:
couldn’t we vote on it?

It puts our Members in the position
of voting for a defense bill that has
what we believe to be discriminatory
language in it without our even having
had the opportunity to have voted to
remove that language.

This is something that has happened
for the last 3 or 4 years on an increas-
ing basis. It used to be that this was an
open rule. With the defense bill, you
basically offered an amendment; you
had a debate; and you had a chance.
Then we started to shrink them down a
little bit. Now, in the last couple of
years, anything that is inconvenient
for the majority to vote on or, even
more distressingly, anything that they
think will make it inconvenient for us
to vote on the bill gets struck.

That is not the way the Rules Com-
mittee is supposed to work. They are
supposed to give us the opportunity to
vote on these amendments. They,
again, have narrowly crafted it down to
just the amendments that they like.
Having this discriminatory provision
within the defense bill, in addition to
all of the other problems, has forced
me to the point at which I am actually
going to oppose the bill, which I do not
want to do and did not want to do; but
I hope, in the future, the Rules Com-
mittee will at least give us a chance to
vote.

We had a robust debate about the
substance of this particular amend-
ment earlier. Again, it is not so much
about the substance of the particular
amendment. It is about the oppor-
tunity for our Members to have a vote.
If we could go on record and vote
against that amendment on the floor—
do our best to strip it out—then at
least we are on record. Here, we are
simply forced to vote for a defense bill
that contains discriminatory language
that we do not support.

I hope, in the future, the Rules Com-
mittee will stop doing this, will let the
democratic process work, will give us
the opportunity to vote, accept the
outcome of that vote, and move for-
ward.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, I
yield myself 30 seconds.

My understanding is that the provi-
sion that the gentleman refers to is a
restatement of religious liberties from
the 1964 Civil Rights Act. What that
tells me, if he opposes the bill based on

Why
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that, is that there are Members who
are looking for some excuse to vote
against this bill. You can always find
one. I can find one myself. I don’t
think that is the right thing to do,
however, for the men and women who
serve our Nation.

Mr. Chair, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Maine (Mr. POLIQUIN).

Mr. POLIQUIN. Mr. Chair, each
month across our great country, our
brave men and women in the National
Guard and the Armed Forces Reserves
leave their homes and report for duty.
Each month they train on the ground
and in the air and on the sea so that
they are ready at a moment’s notice to
fight for our freedom. Our guardsmen
and reservists often travel long dis-
tances to their training sites, and their
travel costs often exceed their monthly
training pay, which forces them to buy
gas, meals, and sometimes hotel rooms
out of pocket.

Right now, today, under existing law,
if you work for the IRS or the EPA or
some other Federal Government agen-
cy, you are granted a tax deduction for
out-of-pocket travel expenses if you
travel beyond 50 miles of your home;
but if you are a guardsman or a woman
or if you are in the Reserves, you need
to travel more than 100 miles to receive
the same benefits.

Mr. Chair, this is not fair, and this is
not right. I urge everybody to endorse
and support my amendment No. 300.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
O’ROURKE) will control the time of the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
SMITH).

There was no objection.

Mr. O'ROURKE. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KILDEE).

Mr. KILDEE. I thank my friend for
yielding.

Mr. Chair, for many years, the Air
Force used perfluorinated chemicals in
its compound for firefighting foam, but
in the past few years, very high levels
of these PFCs have been discovered in
the fish near the former Wurtsmith Air
Force Base in Oscoda, Michigan, which
is in my district. Tests have revealed
the presence of PFCs as well in the
groundwater that people who live near
the former Air Force base depend upon.

The CDC and the EPA have both said
that PFCs can be potentially harmful
to people’s health, though there is still
not clear guidance as to what is a safe
level of exposure, especially in the long
term; although, there is great concern
on this question.

I have asked the Air Force as well as
the State of Michigan to provide bot-
tled water to those identified individ-
uals who are living near Wurtsmith
whose water may be contaminated by
PFCs at least until more research is
done on the safety of their water. My
amendment would require the Depart-
ment of Defense to do whatever it can
to prevent further exposure to PFCs.
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Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. KELLY).

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chair, I rise in strong support of the
amendment to renew the 1-year ban on
the Obama administration or any other
administration from using any Depart-
ment of Defense funds to implement
the United Nations Arms Trade Treaty,
a treaty which, by the way, has never
been ratified by our Senate.

Specifically, the amendment bans
the use of Department of Defense funds
for the ATT Secretariat, a body that
was created for effectively imple-
menting the ATT according to the
treaty’s supporters.

Last August, ATT member nations
organized the Conference of States Par-
ties to the ATT, a conference in which
we did not have a vote and which de-
cided that American taxpayers are now
on the hook to pay 22 percent of the ex-
penses of this annual meeting. This
taxpayer money would go directly to
the ATT Secretariat and become part
of its core budget. My amendment pre-
vents these hardworking American tax-
payer dollars from flowing into the cof-
fers of those who are working to imple-
ment the ATT.

I thank the chairman and the rank-
ing member for including this in the en
bloc amendment, and I urge all my col-
leagues to stand in support of our Sec-
ond Amendment and of our Nation’s
sovereignty and vote in support of this
amendment to renew the annual ban on
the funding of the TUnited Nations
Arms Trade Treaty.

Mr. O’'ROURKE. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. HASTINGS).

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chair, my
amendment would exempt reimburse-
ment for medical expenses from the
Department of Veterans Affairs cal-
culation of annual income when deter-
mining pension eligibility for veterans.
This amendment is a version of H.R.
4994, the Veterans Pensions Protection
Act, bipartisan legislation endorsed by
the Vietnam Veterans of America, the
Veterans of Foreign Wars, and others.

A few years ago, a disabled veteran
and a constituent of mine was struck
by a vehicle while crossing the street.
After receiving insurance compensa-
tion for his injuries, he lost his pen-
sion. This is because, under current
law, compensation for medical ex-
penses, including insurance settlement
payments or reimbursements, are con-
sidered income by the VA.

We effectively punish our veterans
when they receive these types of com-
pensation after suffering medical emer-
gencies like the one I just outlined.
This is, quite simply, wrong. My
amendment will rectify this.

I ask the House to support this
amendment.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FARENTHOLD) to discuss an additional
amendment he has.
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Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chair, I rise
today in support of an amendment that
directs our service academies to notify
the Members of Congress of acceptees
at least 48 hours before publishing the
acceptance or letting the acceptee
know.

As most Members of this body know,
we are actually the interviewing source
for the service academies. Young men
and women seeking to serve this coun-
try attending a service academy apply
for a nomination from their Member of
Congress, most often go through a very
lengthy vetting process, and we de-
velop a relationship with these young
men and women.

Historically, the service academies
have allowed us to call them and tell
them they are accepted and congratu-
late them. This year, in some in-
stances, the service academies have
quit doing that, which was a long-
standing practice.

I believe that it is appropriate that
those who interview and work so hard
to get those young men and women
into our service academies should be
the ones delivering the news to them
rather than them reading it on a Web
site or in a piece of mail.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment when it comes before the
House.

Mr. O'ROURKE. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. HIMES).

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to thank both the chairman of the
committee and the ranking member for
the opportunity to offer this amend-
ment, which would be a very straight-
forward amendment, which simply re-
quires the Department of Defense to re-
port to the Congress on the policies,
doctrine, procedures, and authorities,
as well as the definitions associated
with a cyber attack on the United
States.

This is a small step in a larger very,
very important effort that Chairman
WESTMORELAND and I have been work-
ing on for some period of time now to
try to bring some clarity to what is,
today, kind of the Wild West in the
cyber realm. In the kinetic realm, we
understand very clearly what an act of
war is. We understand our doctrine for
responding as such.

In the cyber realm, we don’t know
exactly when a crime becomes an act of
war, how to deal with an asymmetric
actor versus a nation-state. It is ter-
ribly important that we begin the proc-
ess, with other nations around the
world, of establishing some clarity on
these points. That won’t help our ad-
versaries, but it will remove uncer-
tainty from the system in this new and
very, very important realm.

Again, I thank the leadership of the
House Armed Services Committee and
hope this amendment will be sup-
ported.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time on this
en bloc amendment.

Mr. O’'ROURKE. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. POLIS).
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Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to thank the committee for in-
cluding, en bloc, my amendment No. 59,
which is a step to look at common-
sense, cost-saving proposals that the
United States Navy itself has offered
earlier this year that could save as
much as $900 million by consolidating
carrier Air Force wings from 10 to 9.

In the fiscal year 2017 budget request,
the Navy asked Congress to reallocate
their 10th carrier wing into their 9 ex-
isting wings, which they feel would
boost readiness and save money.

I understand there is reluctance to
make what I believe is a strategic,
cost-effective move, and that is why I
offer my amendment today, directing
the Secretary of Defense to offer Con-
gress a study on this issue. As Vice Ad-
miral Michael Shoemaker said: ‘‘Re-
structuring to nine carrier air wings is
the most efficient use of those oper-
ational forces to meet global require-
ments.”’

The study will serve as an important
step in realizing a more efficient, capa-
ble, cost-effective Navy. I am very en-
couraged that the committee was will-
ing to include this en bloc today, and I
see this as an important first step to-
ward recognizing increased readiness as
well as cost savings.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. O'ROURKE. Mr. Chair, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s courtesy in
permitting me to speak on the en bloc
amendment, and I appreciate the com-
mittee having accepted the amendment
dealing with cost accountability for
the B-21 bomber. This is a new weapon
that has both conventional and nuclear
weapons capability.

We are in a situation now where
there is tremendous stress on our De-
fense Department budget with a whole
range of weaponry. I think it is more
important now than ever that we are
able to understand exactly what we are
getting into, how much this is going to
cost. There is about $1.4 billion already
into this. We ought to be able to know
what the total commitment is being
made, to be able to have appropriate
decisions made by Congress.

I am deeply concerned that the De-
fense Department, to this point, has re-
sisted giving an appraisal of what the
total cost is going to be, somehow fear-
ing that, if the total budget were avail-
able, that would give too much infor-
mation to our adversaries about the
weight, size, and range of the plane. I
think not. I think the real danger here
is that the American public and Con-
gress would know what the costs are.
This is not an acceptable approach as
we deal with these critical questions.

It is important, Mr. Chairman, that
we have full transparency about what
the costs are going to be for these mas-
sive, expensive, and, in some cases,
questionable weapons systems. This is
not an argument for or against it. It is
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an argument for transparency and
being able to know what we are getting
into.

The worst of all possible worlds is
making commitments and then find-
ing, 5 and 10 years down the line, that
we can’t follow through on them or
they result in cannibalizing other im-
portant priorities. I would think that
this is one area that we could all agree
we need to have this transparency and
have this information available.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. O'ROURKE. Mr. Chair, I yield an
additional 30 seconds to the gentleman
from Oregon.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, this
seems to me to be a priority going for-
ward, given the experience we have had
with cost overruns and given how many
elements that this committee is trying
to juggle. The demands on the com-
mittee, I think, are remarkable. It is
not a job that I envy. These are hard
decisions that are being made.

The Department of Defense can do a
favor for themselves and for us by
being fully transparent so we Kknow
what we should be budgeting for in the
future and that they can be held ac-
countable for performance.

Mr. O’ROURKE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. I yield myself
the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I want to speak about
one of the amendments that is in this
en bloc package offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
MULVANEY). My understanding of that
amendment is that it tries to have a
clearer process by which we fund the
military, and that is a goal for which I
have enormous sympathy.

We clearly need to have more pre-
dictable funding for the military. That
is true on behalf of our military com-
manders and all the troops. It is true
on behalf of industry. It is true on be-
half of budgeting in the government.

I personally also agree we need to do
away with the artificial caps that have
caused such difficulty for the military
in recent years. I also believe that it
would be beneficial if administrations
did not play political budgetary games.

For example, in this year’s budget,
the President requests a very low num-
ber for Israeli missile defense, knowing
full well that the Congress, on a bipar-
tisan basis, is not going to let that go
through. We are going to be more re-
sponsible. So they are counting on us
to have to cut other programs so that
we can do what they should have done
to begin with. There are all sorts of
tactics that are used in developing
budgets. There has got to be a better
way.

Apparently, some administration po-
litical appointees have been urging
Members of the House to call the ap-
proach in this bill a gimmick. Actu-
ally, I have heard that term used a few
times on the floor over the last couple
of days.
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Well, one question I have is: Was it a
gimmick in 2008 when, under Demo-
cratic majority, this House used ex-
actly the same approach in fully fund-
ing the base requirements for the year
and then had a bridge fund that al-
lowed the new President to evaluate
deployments and the funding and to
make adjustments, which President
Obama took advantage of? That is
what it was intended for. Now, why was
it okay then, but it is a gimmick now?
It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, someone
would consider that a double standard.

Would Members rather that we con-
tinue to cannibalize aircraft and deny
pilots the minimum amount of training
they are supposed to get? Are Members
content to have class A mishaps con-
tinue to go up in service after service,
or is the desire to score political points
so strong that Members would rather
let those trends continue rather than
deal with them here in this bill before
us?

Mr. Chairman, my point is that I
agree there has got to be a better way.
But I also believe that we have a choice
before us today, and that is whether we
fund the training, the maintenance,
the end strength, the modernization
that starts to fix the problems that I
have talked about or we stick with
name-calling, we look for excuses to
vote ‘“‘no”” and allow those problems to
get worse. Lives are at stake.

So while I don’t know that I agree
with all the particulars of the gen-
tleman from South Carolina’s amend-
ment, I think he raises important
issues. Therefore, I urge Members to
support that amendment as part of this
en bloc package and resolve to try to
put partisanship and excuses aside and
think about the men and women who
serve and what is in their best interest.

I urge adoption of the en bloc amend-
ments.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendments en bloc offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN-
BERRY).

The en bloc amendments were agreed
to.
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AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MS. LEE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 5 printed in
House Report 114-571.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chair, I have an amend-
ment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. REPEAL OF AUTHORIZATION FOR USE
OF MILITARY FORCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Authorization for
Use of Military Force (Public Law 107-40; 50
U.S.C. 1541 note) is hereby repealed.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The repeal contained
in subsection (a)—

(1) takes effect on the date that is 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act;
and
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(2) applies with respect to each operation
or other action that is being carried out pur-
suant to the Authorization for Use of Mili-
tary Force initiated before such effective
date.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chair, first let me just
thank the Committee on Rules Chair-
man SESSIONS and Ranking Member
SLAUGHTER and all of the members of
the committee for making this amend-
ment in order.

My amendment is very straight-
forward. It would, after 90 days of en-
actment of this act, repeal the 2001 Au-
thorization for Use of Military Force
which Congress passed into law Sep-
tember 14, 2001. When we repeal this
2001 Authorization for Use of Military
Force, Congress would finally be forced
to debate and vote on a specific AUMF
to address the ISIL threat.

Now, I voted against the 2001 author-
ization because I believed it opened the
door for any President to wage endless
war without a congressional debate or
a vote, and I believe, quite frankly,
that history has borne that out.

I include in the RECORD a new report
from the Congressional Research Serv-
ice.

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE,
May 11, 2016.
MEMORANDUM

Subject: Presidential References to the 2001
Authorization for Use of Military Force
in Publicly Available Executive Actions
and Reports to Congress.

From: Matthew Weed, Specialist in Foreign
Policy Legislation.

This memorandum was prepared to enable
distribution to more than one congres-
sional office.

This memorandum sets out information
and analysis concerning presidential ref-
erences in official notifications and records
to the Authorization for Use of Military
Force (2001 AUMF; Public Law 107-40; 50
U.S.C. §1541 note), enacted in response to the
September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks on the
United States, to justify and undertake mili-
tary and other action. It contains very brief
discussions of the relevant provisions of the
2001 AUMF, and the uses of U.S. armed forces
connected with 2001 AUMF authority, as well
as excerpted language and other information
from the notifications.

USE OF MILITARY FORCE AUTHORIZATION
LANGUAGE IN THE 2001 AUMF

Section 2(a) of the 2001 AUMF authorizes
the use of force in response to the September
11 attacks:

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

* % %

SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF UNITED

STATES ARMED FORCES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—That the President is au-
thorized to use all necessary and appropriate
force against those nations, organizations, or
persons he determines planned, authorized,
committed, or aided the terrorist attacks
that occurred on September 11, 2001, or har-
bored such organizations or persons, in order
to prevent any future acts of international
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terrorism against the United States by such
nations, organizations or persons.

The 2001 AUMF does not include a specified
congressional reporting requirement, but
states that the authorization is not intended
to supersede any requirement of the War
Powers Resolution, which does require con-
gressional reporting for initial and con-
tinuing deployments of U.S. armed forces
into imminent or ongoing hostilities.

EXECUTIVE BRANCH POLICY CONCERNING
UTILIZATION OF 2001 AUMF AUTHORIZATION

Prior to the U.S. military campaign
against the Islamic State that began in sum-
mer 2014, executive branch officials made
statements that included certain interpreta-
tions concerning the 2001 AUMPF, including
the following interpretations:

The 2001 AUMF is primarily an authoriza-
tion to enter into and prosecute an armed
conflict against Al Qaeda and the Taliban in
Afghanistan.

The 2001 AUMF authorizes the President to
use military force against Al Qaeda and the
Taliban outside Afghanistan, but such uses
of force must meet a higher standard of
threat to the United States and must use
limited, precise methods against specific in-
dividual targets rather than general military
action against enemy forces.

Because the 2001 AUMF authorizes U.S. in-
volvement in an international armed con-
flict, the international law of armed conflict
informs the authority within the 2001 AUMF.
This law permits the use of military force
against forces associated with Al Qaeda and
the Taliban as co-belligerents; such forces
must be operating in some sort of coordina-
tion and cooperation with Al Qaeda and/or
the Taliban, not just share similar goals, ob-
jectives, or ideologies.

According to the Obama Administration,
this interpretation of the scope of 2001
AUMF authority fits within the overall
framework of presidential power to use mili-
tary force against those posing a threat to
U.S. national security and U.S. interests. In
situations where the 2001 AUMF or other rel-
evant legislation does not seem to authorize
a given use of military force or related activ-
ity, the executive branch will determine
whether the President’s Article II powers as
Commander in Chief and Chief Executive, as
interpreted by the executive branch itself,
might authorize such actions. In this way,
similar U.S. military action to meet U.S.
counterterrorism objectives might be inter-
preted to fall under different authorities, of
which the 2001 AUMF is just one, albeit im-
portant, example.

RECORDS OF EXECUTIVE ACTIONS AND PRESI-
DENTIAL REPORTING TO CONGRESS REF-
ERENCING THE 2001 AUMF

CRS has located 37 relevant occurrences of
an official record, disclosed publicly, of pres-
idential reference to the 2001 AUMF in con-
nection with initiating or continuing
wilitary or related action (including non-
lethal military activities such as detentions
and military trials). Of the 37 occurrences, 18
were made during the Bush Administration,
and 19 have been made during the Obama Ad-
ministration. The notifications reference
both statutory and constitutional authority
for the President to take such action, as well
as statutory provisions requiring congres-
sional notification, including reference to
provisions in the 2001 AUMF. As will be dis-
cussed in detail below, the manner in which
Presidents have presented information on
military deployments and actions in these
notifications, the constitutional and statu-
tory authority for such actions, and the re-
porting requirements for such actions, have
changed over time.
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NOTIFICATIONS OF DEPLOYING U.S. ARMED
FORCES AND/OR USING MILITARY FORCE IN-
VOLVING REFERENCE TO THE 2001 AUMF
Both President Bush and President Obama

have provided formal notifications of mili-
tary deployments and/or action to Congress
at various times since enactment of the 2001
AUMPF, referring to that authorization to
various degrees and ends. While presidential
reports to Congress concerning the use of
military force and other activities under-
taken by the U.S. armed forces initially pro-
vided a fairly simple and straightforward
discussion of actions and related authorities,
over time these reports became increasingly
detailed, complicated, and difficult to deci-
pher with regard to determining applicable
presidential authority. At all times, both
Presidents have relied primarily on their
constitutional Article II powers as Com-
mander in Chief and Chief Executive. In
many instances, reference to 2001 AUMF au-
thority has been supplementary and indirect;
in only a few cases has a President relied di-
rectly on 2001 AUMF authority as justifica-
tion for a military operation, deployment, or
other action. This is not to say that 2001
AUMF authority does not serve as a sole or
primary legal basis for military action in
any given situation reported in a notifica-
tion, only that the notification language is
susceptible to more than one interpretation
when it concerns presidential authority to
use to military force or undertake other
military action.

Below are provided several tables of infor-
mation concerning presidential notifications
and records of other executive action ref-
erencing the 2001 AUMF. Each table pro-
vides:

a date of each notification or record;

the relevant military activity, location,
and/or purpose of such activities, as avail-
able;

the constitutional and statutory authority
provided in the notification or record as pro-
vided; and

the reference to applicable reporting re-
quirements precipitating each respective no-
tification or record.

For Tables 1-8, each set out in its own sec-
tion with accompanying analysis, each table
includes a group of notifications that are
similar in composition and content. Each
subsequent table and section, therefore, de-
notes a change in composition of the notifi-
cations referencing the 2001 AUMF in some
way.

Initial Reporting in the Aftermath of the Sep-

tember 11, 2001 Attacks

President Bush’s reports to Congress con-
cerning military deployments in the weeks
following the September 11, 2001 terror at-
tacks were relatively concise, focusing on
the need to address the terrorist threat in
the immediate aftermath of the attacks, and
the deployments and actions taken in re-
sponse to such threat. The first notification
on September 24, 2001 references deployments
to ‘“‘a number of foreign nations’” in the
“Central and Pacific Command areas of oper-
ations.” Major military operations in Af-
ghanistan had not yet commenced. The sec-
ond notification on October 9, 2001 includes
similar information but also notifies Con-
gress of the commencement of combat
against Al Qaeda and the Taliban in Afghani-
stan. In these two notifications, President
Bush stated that he had taken the actions
described pursuant to his constitutional au-
thority as Commander in Chief and Chief Ex-
ecutive. In both notifications, he referred to
the 2001 AUMF as evidencing the continuing
support of Congress, but did not specifically
state he had taken such action pursuant to
2001 AUMF authority. The President stated
in these notifications that he was reporting
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on these actions to Congress consistent with
both the War Powers Resolution and the 2001
AUMPF. It is possible to conclude that report-
ing action consistent with the 2001 AUMF
would mean that the action was considered
taken pursuant to 2001 AUMF authority.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
encourage all my colleagues to read
this report. It shows that this author-
ization has, in fact, become that blank
check for war. In the more than 14
years since its passage, it has been
used 37 times in 14 countries to wage
war with little or no congressional
oversight. It has been used 18 times by
President Bush and 19 times by Presi-
dent Obama.

This report only looks at unclassified
incidents. How many other times has it
been used without the knowledge of
Congress or the American people? Not
only has this authorization been used
to justify military action thousands of
miles away, it has also been used much
closer to home to allow warrantless
surveillance and wiretaps, indefinite
detention practices at GTMO, and tar-
geted killing by drones, including of
American citizens. It has also been
cited as the authority for the nearly 2-
yvear-long war against ISIL, a war that
Congress has never debated, voted on,
or specifically authorized.

Mr. Chairman, our brave servicemen
and -women continue to be deployed
around the world. Whether they are
combat troops or not, they are in com-
bat zones. They are risking their lives.
Don’t we at least owe them our rep-
resentation in terms of our job to de-
bate and vote on the cost and con-
sequences of the war? I think we owe
them that.

If we all agree that ISIL must be de-
graded and dismantled, then why is
Congress missing in action? Every day
more bombs fall. We have already lost
three brave servicemen. We have al-
ready spent more than $9.6 billion, and
we spend an additional $615,000 per
hour.

I know that while we may not share
a common position on what the shape
of any new AUMF to address ISIL
might look like, I know that many of
us do agree that the overly broad and
almost 15-year-old AUMF represents a
major and very concerning deteriora-
tion of congressional oversight. That
means a lack of involvement and input
and voice of the American people.

Let’s repeal this blank check and fi-
nally, 90 days later, debate and vote on
an AUMF to address the ISIL threat.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
ROYCE), the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chair, I oppose this
amendment which would unilaterally
end the fight against ISIS and al
Qaeda.
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Mr. Chair, ISIS grew out of al Qaeda
in Iraq. The President has determined
that the 2001 AUMF allows the United
States to target ISIS. Both the Sec-
retary of Defense and Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs agree that they have full
legal authority to combat ISIS, and
Congress has supported that view by
appropriating funds.

Many Members want to enact a new
AUMPF to renew the authority to fight
ISIS and support our troops, but this
amendment fails to do so. We must un-
derstand that a new AUMF cannot give
President Obama any more authority
to fight ISIS than he currently claims.
It could give him less. The President
asked for less in his proposal. It is
clear many want an AUMF that limits
the authority of this President and the
next President.

The administration still does not
have the broad, overarching strategy
needed to defeat these radical Islamist
terrorists. Once the President provides
that strategy, this House can have an
informed debate over a new AUMF, but
this amendment would leave us with no
strategy and no authority. That is irre-
sponsible.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chair, let me just make
one comment before yielding to my
colleague from Minnesota.

First, the President has sent over an
AUMF. He sent this over 15 months
ago. The Speaker yet has to take this
Authorization for Use of Military
Force up. The President has asked for
it. Why don’t we do our job? We could
at least either bring the one that he
sent over, or we need to put our own on
the floor.

Mr. Chair, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. ELLI-
SON).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from California has 1% minutes re-
maining.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chair, I yield 1 minute
to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chair, I rise in
support of the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment.

I want to just say that the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROYCE) is abso-
lutely wrong when he says there would
be a unilateral ending to the struggle
against Daesh, or ISIL. The only way
that would happen is if we do not take
up a new AUMF that would authorize
us to take on that battle.

What we need to do is take on our
constitutional responsibility. We can-
not abdicate it with this out-of-date
AUMF that is only tenuously con-
nected to many of the conflicts we see
arising today. We have a responsibility
under the Constitution, Article I, sec-
tion 8, to debate and vote, up or down,
use of force. We should do that. We
should do it now. There is nothing to
prevent us from passing a new one or
crafting our own or passing the Presi-
dent’s unless we abdicate that respon-
sibility.

This allows us to criticize anything
the President does and yet, at the same
time, never take responsibility for
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passing our own AUMF adapted for the
moment that we are in. That is not
right.

I support the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chair, I will just close
by saying my amendment is enacted 90
days after the signing of this law. That
means we have 90 days to debate and
vote upon an ISIL-specific Authoriza-
tion for Use of Military Force. We need
to do our job. We have a constitutional
responsibility to do our job. Unfortu-
nately, Congress is missing in action.
We need to do exactly what the Amer-
ican people sent us to do.

Mr. Chair, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, no one can contest the
gentlewoman from California’s sin-
cerity on this issue. On September 14,
2001, when this House passed the Au-
thorization for the Use of Military
Force that she is talking about, 3 days
after 3,000 Americans had been mur-
dered on 9/11, the vote in this House
was 420-1, and the one person who
voted against this AUMF was the gen-
tlewoman from California who offered
this amendment. So her sincerity can-
not be questioned.

I also, by the way, happen to agree
with her that we need to update this
AUMF. As a matter of fact, this House
passed, twice, provisions that I had au-
thored to update the 2001 AUMF. We
passed it in 2011; we passed it in 2012.
Unfortunately, the administration
says: No, we are opposed to that; the
one we have got is just fine. And the
Senate took that position, and so it did
not get passed into law.

But to say, now, to unilaterally re-
peal the 2001 AUMF on which the ad-
ministration is relying for all its coun-
terterrorism activities not only
against al Qaeda, but against ISIS and
others, to repeal it now, I believe,
would be a mistake. There are still real
dangers in the world from terrorists. I
don’t think I need to remind Members
of Paris, of Brussels, of San
Bernardino, and just today, of Bagh-
dad.

The other point I want to make, Mr.
Chairman, is I think we all underesti-
mate the catastrophes that have been
avoided—in other words, the terrorist
plots, what they wanted to do, what
they tried to do—that were thwarted.
Sometimes they were thwarted just be-
cause we were lucky, but a lot of times
they were thwarted because of the
work of the men and women in the
military, the men and women in the in-
telligence community, the men and
women in law enforcement doing a lot
of hard work, sacrificing, some of them
losing their lives to make sure that we
did not have a repeat of the 3,000 people
murdered on 9/11.

We owe them, Mr. Chairman, more
than just a thank-you. We owe them
whatever preparation, whatever equip-
ment, whatever support they need to
continue to battle terrorists today.
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That is what this bill tries to do: to
make sure that we don’t send people
out in the Middle East to bomb terror-
ists on airplanes that cannot fly, that
cannot be maintained, that we don’t
wear our pilots and our mechanics out.
That is readiness. That is what we are
talking about in this bill. That is what
we have an obligation in this House to
do for them who do so much for us.

I oppose the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment. As I say, I have tremendous re-
spect for her views and the sincerity
with which she holds them. I think it
results in a more dangerous world.

Mr. Chair, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chair, I demand a re-
corded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from California will
be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 6 printed in
House Report 114-571.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chair,
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle G of title X, add the
following new section:

SEC. 1098. REDUCTION OF AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) REDUCTION.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, but subject to
subsection (b), the President, in consultation
with the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary
of Energy, and the Administrator for Nu-
clear Security, shall make such reductions
in the amounts authorized to be appro-
priated under this Act in such manner as the
President considers appropriate to achieve
an aggregate reduction of 1 percent of the
total amount of funds authorized to be ap-
propriated under this Act. Such reduction
shall be in addition to any other reduction of
funds required by law.

(b) EXCLUSIONS.—In carrying out sub-
section (a), the President shall not reduce
the amount of funds for the following ac-
counts:

(1) Military personnel, reserve personnel,
and National Guard personnel accounts of
the Department of Defense.

(2) The Defense Health Program account.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. PoLIS) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chair, this is a very
simple amendment. When we look at
our country’s national security, it is
important to make sure that we don’t
mortgage our national security be-
cause fiscal security is an important
part of protecting our country.

I have an
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My amendment would give authority
to the President of the United States
and the Secretary of Defense to reduce
the overall amount of money author-
ized by this bill by 1 percent. It simply
cuts defense spending by 1 percent.

As you know, we spend as much as
the rest of the world, combined, on de-
fense. We want to have a strong de-
fense, but of course, as you know, this
current authorization exceeds the lev-
els of the Budget Control Act, even
with this 1 percent reduction, which is
really a compromise. It only reduces it
by $5.5 billion and, in fact, continues to
authorize at a level of $10 billion more
than the bipartisan Budget Control
Act.

In a bill in which we overfunded mul-
tiple accounts and weapons systems
above the request level of the military,
I think 1 percent is a very reasonable
request. It is about $5.5 billion. It is
certainly possible to find these cuts. In
fact, they are very likely to occur be-
cause, again, if we conform to the
Budget Control Act, there would actu-
ally be a larger cut than even this
humble one that we are offering before
you today.

As an example, the bill authorizes
$9.5 billion in nuclear weapons activi-
ties alone. We could pass my amend-
ment. Even if we allocated the entire
cuts to nuclear weapons, we would still
be spending $4 billion on nuclear weap-
ons. I think the estimate is we would
then have enough to destroy the entire
world and wipe out life as we know it
three times instead of six times. How
much is enough?

There are plenty of other programs
that we could look at. Of course, it
should not be Congress making those
decisions in a political manner; it
should be the military and the execu-
tive. I imagine they would start with
accounts that Congress has chosen to
overfund.

At some point, we have to stand up
for fiscal security and realize that
mortgaging our future and our chil-
dren’s future to Saudi Arabia and
China does not enhance our national
security; it detracts from it.

My amendment is a small first step
toward taking a stand against a mili-
tary budget that we simply cannot af-
ford. We need to reduce our budget def-
icit. This is a very small and simple
way to start. We can make these stra-
tegic cuts and, of course, still fully pro-
tect our national security and even en-
hance it.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes”
on my amendment and take this mod-
est step toward fiscal responsibility as
a compromise between the Budget Con-
trol Act levels and the committee au-
thorization levels.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

0 1630

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time in opposition.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

This amendment cuts defense below
the President’s request, below last
year’s funding, and below what the last
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
said was the lower, ragged edge of what
it takes to defend this country.

Let’s just put in a little bit of con-
text here. This bill, counting OCO and
everything, is a whopping one-half of 1
percent over what we spent last year.
One-half of 1 percent. Inflation is sup-
posed to be 2.1 percent. So what it real-
ly means is this bill, even in real dol-
lars, is a cut, even as it is.

This bill is 23 percent less than we
were spending on defense in real terms
in 2010. Mr. Chairman, the world is not
23 percent safer now than it was 6 years
ago. And yet the gentleman from Colo-
rado’s amendment would cut that even
further.

This bill stays within the amount re-
quested by the President. It meets the
need for base requirements and pro-
vides a bridge fund for deployments,
just like Democratic majorities did for
the last change of administration. And
I think that is the most reasonable re-
sponse.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentlewoman from the
great State of California (Ms. LEE), a
cosponsor of this amendment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
first thank Congressman PoOLIS for
yielding time and for his work to en-
sure that our Nation’s fiscal security is
secure through this amendment. It is
an honor to cosponsor this amendment
with him. I want to thank the ranking
member also for guiding us through
this very difficult bill to make sure
that we all know what is included in
the bill.

I just have to say, our amendment, I
think, would take a modest step in
making this bill a lot better to help us
rein in the over-the-top, quite frankly,
Pentagon spending, while protecting
the pay or health benefit accounts of
our brave servicemen and -women and
their families.

Over the last 15 years, Pentagon
spending has ballooned by 50 percent in
real terms. Pentagon spending now
consumes more than half of the Fed-
eral discretionary budget. That is just
outrageous.

Recently, The New York Times made
this case in their editorial called ‘“‘A
Better, Not Fatter, Defense Budget,”
which I include for the RECORD.

[From the New York Times, May 9, 2016]
A BETTER, NOT FATTER, DEFENSE BUDGET
(By the Editorial Board)

To hear some military commanders and
members of Congress talk, the American
military is worn out and in desperate need of
more money. After more than a decade in
Iraq and Afghanistan, they say, troops are
lagging in training and new weaponry, which
is jeopardizing their ability to defeat the Is-
lamic State and deal with potential conflicts
with Russia and China.
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While increased funding for some programs
may be needed, total military spending, at
nearly $600 billion annually, is not too low.
The trouble is, the investment has often
yielded poor results, with the Pentagon, Con-
gress and the White House all making bad
judgments, playing budget games and falling
under the sway of defense industry lobbyists.
Current military spending is 50 percent high-
er in real terms than it was before 9/11, yet
the number of active duty and reserve troops
is 6 percent smaller.

For nearly a decade after 9/11, the Pen-
tagon had a virtual blank check; the base de-
fense budget rose, in adjusted dollars, from
$378 billion in 1998 to $600 billion in 2010. As
the military fought Al Qaeda and the
Taliban, billions of dollars were squandered
on unnecessary items, including new weap-
ons that ran late and over budget like the
troubled F-35 jet fighter.

The waste and the budget games continue
with the House Armed Services Committee
approving a $5683 billion total defense author-
ization bill for 2017 last month that skirts
the across-the-board caps imposed by Con-
gress in 2011 on discretionary federal spend-
ing.

The caps are supposed to restrain domestic
and military spending equally, but defense
hawks have insisted on throwing more
money at the Pentagon. That doesn’t en-
courage efficiency or wise choices. The panel
took $18 billion from a $59 billion off-budget
account, which has become a slush fund re-
newed annually to finance the wars in Iraq,
Afghanistan and other trouble spots, and is
not subject to the budget caps, and
repurposed that money for use in the $524
billion base military budget.

The move will underwrite the purchase of
more ships, jet fighters, helicopters and
other big-ticket weapons that the Pentagon
didn’t request and will keep the Army from
falling below 480,000 active-duty troops. It
also means the war account will run out of
money next April. Representative Mac
Thornberry, the Republican chairman of the
committee, apparently assumes the next
president will be forced to ask for, and Con-
gress will be forced to approve, more money
for the war account. This sleight of hand
runs the risk that troops overseas, at some
point, could be deprived of some resources,
at least temporarily. The full House should
reject this maneuver.

Many defense experts, liberals and cen-
trists as well as hawks, agree that more in-
vestment is needed in maintenance, training
and modernizing aging weapons and equip-
ment. These needs were identified years ago,
yvet the Pentagon and Congress have chosen
to invest in excessively costly high-tech
weaponry while deferring maintenance and
other operational expenses.

The Pentagon can do with far fewer than
the 1,700 F-35s it plans on buying. It should
pare back on President Obama’s $1 trillion
plan to replace nearly every missile, sub-
marine, aircraft and warhead in the nuclear
arsenal. Defense officials recently reported
that 22 percent of all military bases will not
be needed by 2019. Civilian positions will
have to be reduced, while reforms in health
care and the military procurement system
need to be carried out. All of these changes
make good sense, given the savings they
would bring. But they are politically
unpalatable; base closings, for instance, have
been stubbornly resisted in recent years by
lawmakers fearful of angering voters by
eliminating jobs in communities that are
economically dependent on those bases.

Todd Harrison, a defense budget expert
with the Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies, says that sustaining the
current military force of roughly two million
and paying for all the new weapons systems
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will cost billions more than Congress has al-
lowed under the budget caps. To maintain
sensible troop levels, Congress and the ad-
ministration need to begin honestly address-
ing the hard fiscal choices that they have
largely been loath to make.

Ms. LEE. The article lists program
after program, many of which our gen-
erals did not ask for, that have cost
taxpayers billions without making us
any safer.

Clearly, we also need to audit the
Pentagon. That is why I am pleased the
House adopted the Burgess-Lee amend-
ment yesterday to require a report on
auditability and help keep moving to-
ward auditing the Pentagon. While we
were working on that, we should take
every opportunity to address Pentagon
spending.

The article in The New York Times
sets forth: ‘“The waste and the budget
games continue with the House Armed
Services Committee approving a $583
billion total defense authorization.”

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WITTMAN), the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Readiness.

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to reiterate the importance of making
sure that we are funding defense at the
President’s request. The FY 2017 re-
quest, I think, is minimally adequate,
but it is not just me. The administra-
tion’s own Secretary of the Army Mur-
phy stated that this budget request is
minimally adequate and that we are
taking a high risk as an Army and as a
Nation when the Army is funded at this
level. So there is still risk there with
this level of funding.

As the chairman pointed out, we live
in a more dangerous world today, but
we see our Marine Corps and Air Force
having to go to aircraft that are mu-
seum exhibits to cannibalize parts to
bring them in to have a minimally
operational cadre of aircraft.

We see this, too, when we talk about
only 9 of the 20 B-1 bombers are avail-
able today because they are lacking
parts and when we have 30 percent or
less of our Marine Corps helicopters
available because they are lacking
parts. We see that, in a squadron of 14
jets, only 3 in the Marine Corps are
available because they are lacking
parts.

It is irresponsible not to provide to
the brave men and women that serve
this Nation the things that they need.
We are asking them to go into harm’s
way. We are asking them to do tremen-
dously difficult jobs. We are asking
them to maintain safety. Yet we are
not providing them the resources nec-
essary.

This amendment would do even more
to take away what is already a chal-
lenging situation for those brave men
and women that are doing a tremen-
dous job and that, as their leaders have
said, are being stressed to the breaking
point because they do not have the
basic resources to keep those aircraft
flying, to Kkeep those ships on the
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water, to keep those systems necessary
to be able to perform the job that we
have asked them to do.

We have an obligation as a Nation
that, when we ask those brave men and
women to go into harm’s way, to sup-
port them. It is unconscionable when
we don’t do that, when we have situa-
tions like 84 percent of our Marine
Corps aircraft are in a nonready status,
based on a 10-year average.

So when we talk about taking dollars
away, what signal does that send to the
brave men and women serving in the
military? I think this amendment cuts
to the heart of what we must do as a
Nation, and that is to rebuild readi-
ness, not degrade readiness.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, there are
a number of programs which Congress
has forced spending on the military
that even the military has not re-
quested.

As an example, we blocked the Navy
from making a sound fiscal decision
saving $900 million to shutter a carrier
air wing. There are a dozen more Black
Hawk and Apache helicopters than re-
quested by the military to meet our
national defense needs. There are two
extra V-22 Ospreys that were not re-
quested, 500 extra Javelin missiles
above the request, 500 more extra
Hydra guided rockets, and 75 extra
Sidewinder missiles.

These are just some of the examples
of some the low-hanging fruit that we
can use to restore military funding to
a more fiscally responsible manner.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to adopt this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen-
tleman from Colorado raising the issue
that he just raised because it gives me
the opportunity to affirm that many of
the programs he was just mentioning
like the Black Hawks, for example,
have been requested by many of the
Members on his side of the aisle. And
they were included in the unfunded re-
quirements list from the Army.

So the way it works is we get all
sorts of requests from Members on both
sides of the aisle. Each of the services
gives us a list of what they would like
to have had in the budget request but
the administration took out, and then
where the two match up as Member
priorities and service priorities, that is
what these funds are.

It is not that they weren’t asked for
from the military. It is the military
wanted them but OMB took them out.
And when you have many Members,
particularly on the Black Hawks, the
V-22s, the LCS, and a number of the
items he just mentioned on his side of
the aisle, asking for them as well as
the service, then that becomes part of
the modernization priority.

Let me just make one other point. In
the Black Hawk case specifically, these
new Black Hawks will replace heli-
copters that were built in 1979, for
which we cannot get parts, which have
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very restricted flight envelopes be-
cause of all the restrictions. They can’t
be repaired. They can’t do everything
the Army wants them to do.

So the administration did not ask for
any. Many Members on the Democratic
side asked for some. We put them in
here. And that is the way to fix readi-
ness: by replacing a 1979 helicopter
with a 2016 helicopter.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California will be
postponed.

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR.

THORNBERRY OF TEXAS

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
pursuant to House Resolution 735, I
offer amendments en bloc.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendments en bloc.

Amendments en bloc No. 2 consisting
of amendment Nos. 8, 14, 25, 27, 28, 32,
33, 34, 35, 38, 40, 41, 42, and 45 printed in
House Report 114-571, offered by Mr.
THORNBERRY of Texas:

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. DESANTIS

OF FLORIDA

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. LIMITATION ON MILITARY CONTACT
AND COOPERATION BETWEEN THE
UNITED STATES AND CUBA.

(a) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in sub-
section (b), none of the funds authorized to
be appropriated or otherwise made available
for fiscal year 2017 for the Department of De-
fense may be used for any bilateral military-
to-military contact or cooperation between
the Governments of the United States and
Cuba until the Secretary of Defense and the
Secretary of State, in consultation with the
Director of National Intelligence, certify to
the appropriate congressional committees
that—

(1) the Government of Cuba has—

(A) met the requirements and satisfied the
factors specified in sections 205 and 206 of the
Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidarity
(LIBERTAD) Act of 1996 (22 U.S.C. 6065 and
6066); and

(B) resolved, to the full satisfaction of
United States law, all outstanding claims
and judgments belonging to United States
nationals against the Government of Cuba,
including but not limited to claims regard-
ing property confiscated by the Government
of Cuba;

(2) the Cuban military and other security
forces in Cuba have ceased committing
human right abuses, including arbitrary ar-
rests, beatings, and other acts of repudi-
ation, against those who express opposition
to the Castro regime, civil rights activists
and other citizens of Cuba, as well as all per-
secution, intimidation, arrest, imprison-
ment, and assassination of dissidents and
members of faith-based organizations;

(3) the Cuban military has ceased providing
military intelligence, weapons training,
strategic planning, and security logistics to
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the military and security forces of Ven-
ezuela;

(4) the Government of Cuba no longer de-
mands that the United States relinquish con-
trol of Guantanamo Bay, in violation of an
international treaty;

(6) the Government of Cuba returns to the
United States fugitives wanted by the De-
partment of Justice for crimes committed in
the United States; and

(6) the officials of the Cuban military that
were indicted in the murder of United States
citizens during the shoot down of planes op-
erated by the Brothers to the Rescue human-
itarian organization in 1996 are brought to
justice.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The limitation on the use
of funds under subsection (a) shall not apply
with respect to—

(1) payments in furtherance of the lease
agreement, or other financial transactions
necessary for maintenance and improve-
ments of the military base at Guantanamo
Bay, Cuba, including any adjacent areas
under the control or possession of the United
States;

(2) assistance or support in furtherance of
democracy-building efforts for Cuba de-
scribed in section 109 of the Cuban Liberty
and Democratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act
of 1996 (22 U.S.C. 6039); or

(3) customary and routine financial trans-
actions necessary for the maintenance, im-
provements, or regular duties of the United
States mission in Havana, including out-
reach to the pro-democracy opposition.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees” means—

(A) the Committee on Armed Services and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate; and

(B) the Committee on Armed Services and
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
House of Representatives.

(2) BILATERAL MILITARY-TO-MILITARY CON-
TACT OR COOPERATION.—The term ‘‘bilateral
military-to-military contact or coopera-
tion”'—

(A) means—

(i) reciprocal visits and meetings by high-
ranking delegations;

(ii) information sharing, policy consulta-
tions, security dialogues or other forms of
consultative discussions;

(iii) exchange of military
training personnel, and students;

(iv) defense planning; and

(v) military training or exercises; but

(B) does not include any contact or co-
operation that is in support of the United
States stability operations.

(3) CUBAN MILITARY.—The term
military’ means—

(A) the Ministry of the Revolutionary
Armed Forces of Cuba, the Ministry of the
Interior of Cuba, or any subdivision of either
such Ministry;

(B) any agency, instrumentality, or other
entity that is owned, operated, or controlled
by an entity specified in subparagraph (A);
or

(C) an individual who is a senior member of
the Ministry of the Revolutionary Armed
Forces of Cuba or the Ministry of the Inte-
rior of Cuba.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section takes
effect on the date of the enactment of this
Act and applies with respect to funds de-
scribed in subsection (a) that are unobligated
as of such date of enactment.

instructors,

“Cuban

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. DESANTIS
OF FLORIDA

Page 139, after line 22, insert the following:
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SEC. 547. CAREER MILITARY JUSTICE LITIGA-
TION TRACK FOR JUDGE ADVO-
CATES.

(a) CAREER LITIGATION TRACK REQUIRED.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of each
military department shall establish a career
military justice litigation track for judge
advocates in the Armed Forces under the ju-
risdiction of the Secretary.

(2) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of the
Army and the Secretary of the Air Force
shall establish the litigation track required
by this section in consultation with the
Judge Advocate General of the Army and the
Judge Advocate General of the Air Force, re-
spectively. The Secretary of the Navy shall
establish the litigation track in consultation
with the Judge Advocate General of the
Navy and the Staff Judge Advocate to the
Commandant of the Marine Corps.

(b) ELEMENTS.—Each career litigation
track under this section shall provide for the
following:

(1) Assignment and advancement of quali-
fied judge advocates in and through assign-
ments and billets relating to the practice of
military justice under chapter 47 of title 10,
United States Code (the Uniform Code of
Military Justice).

(2) Establishing for each Armed Force the
assignments and billets covered by para-
graph (1), which shall include trial counsel,
defense counsel, military trial judge, mili-
tary appellate judge, academic instructor,
all positions within criminal law offices or
divisions of such Armed Force, Special Vic-
tims Prosecutor, Victims’ Legal Counsel,
Special Victims’ Counsel, and such other po-
sitions as the Secretary of the military de-
partment concerned shall specify.

(3) For judge advocates participating in
such litigation track, mechanisms as fol-
lows:

(A) To prohibit a judge advocate from more
than a total of four years of duty or assign-
ments outside such litigation track

(B) To prohibit any adverse assessment of
a judge advocate so participating by reason
of such participation in the promotion of of-
ficers through grade O-6 (or such higher
grade as the Secretary of the military de-
partment concerned shall specify for pur-
poses of such litigation track).

(4) Such additional requirements and
qualifications for the litigation track as the
Secretary of the military department con-
cerned considers appropriate, including re-
quirements and qualifications that take into
account the unique personnel needs and re-
quirement of an Armed Force.

(c) IMPLEMENTATION DEADLINE.—Each Sec-
retary of a military department shall imple-
ment the career litigation track required by
this section for the Armed Forces under the
jurisdiction of such Secretary by not later
than 18 months after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(d) REPORT.—Not later than one year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, each
Secretary of a military department shall
submit to the Committees on Armed Serv-
ices of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives a report on the progress of such
Secretary in implementing the career litiga-
tion track required under this section for the
Armed Forces under the jurisdiction of such
Secretary.

AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MR. LAMALFA

OF CALIFORNIA

At the end of subtitle D of title I, add the
following new section:

SEC. 1 . PROHIBITION ON AVAILABILITY OF
FUNDS FOR RETIREMENT OF U-2
AIRCRAFT.

None of the funds authorized to be appro-
priated by this Act or otherwise made avail-
able for the Air Force may be obligated or
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expended to retire, prepare to retire, or place
in storage or on backup aircraft inventory
status any U-2 aircraft.

AMENDMENT NO. 27 OFFERED BY MR. HUDSON OF
NORTH CAROLINA

At the end of title I, add the following new
section:

SEC.1 . BRIEFING ON ACQUISITION STRATEGY
FOR GROUND MOBILITY VEHICLE.

(a) BRIEFING REQUIRED.—Not later than 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Under Secretary of Defense for Ac-
quisition, Technology, and Logistics, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of the Army,
shall present to the congressional defense
committees a briefing on the acquisition
strategy for the Ground Mobility Vehicle for
use with the Global Response Force.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The briefing under sub-
section (a) shall include an assessment of—

(1) whether the Ground Mobility Vehicle is
a suitable candidate for solutions that would
utilize militarized commercial off-the-shelf
platforms leveraging existing global auto-
motive supply chains to satisfy requirements
and reduce the life-cycle cost of the pro-
gram;

(2) whether the acquisition strategy meets
the focus areas specified in the Better Buy-
ing Power initiative of the Secretary of De-
fense; and

(3) whether including an active safety sys-
tem like electronic stability control in the
Ground Mobility Vehicle, as such system is
used on the Joint Light Tactical Vehicle, is
expected to reduce the risk of vehicle roll-
over.

AMENDMENT NO. 28 OFFERED BY MR. SANFORD
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

At the end of title I, add the following new
section:

SEC. 1 . STANDARDIZATION OF 5.56MM RIFLE

AMMUNITION.

(a) REPORT.—If, on the date that is 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Army and the Marine Corps are each
using different variants of 5.56mm rifle am-
munition, the Secretary of Defense shall, on
such date, submit to the congressional de-
fense committees a report explaining the
reasons that the Army and the Marine Corps
are using different variants of such ammuni-
tion.

(b) STANDARDIZATION REQUIREMENT.—NoOt
later than one year after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of De-
fense shall ensure that the Army and the
Marine Corps are using the same variant of
5.56mm rifle ammunition.

(c) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (b) shall not
apply in a case in which the Secretary of De-
fense—

(1) determines that a state of emergency
requires the Army and the Marine Corps to
use different variants of 5.56mm rifle ammu-
nition; and

(2) certifies to the congressional defense
committees that such a determination has
been made.

AMENDMENT NO. 32 OFFERED BY MR.
CARTWRIGHT OF PENNSYLVANIA

At the end of title III, add the following
new section:
SEC.3 . SYSTEM FOR COMMUNICATING AVAIL-

ABILITY OF SURPLUS AMMUNITION.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Defense shall implement a formal process to
provide Government agencies outside the De-
partment of Defense with information on the
availability of surplus, serviceable ammuni-
tion for the purpose of reducing the overall
storage and disposal costs related to such
ammunition.
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AMENDMENT NO. 33 OFFERED BY MR. FORBES OF
VIRGINIA

Page 107, line 20, strike ‘322,900 and insert
¢¢324,615”.

AMENDMENT NO. 34 OFFERED BY MR. JONES OF
NORTH CAROLINA

At the end of subtitle D of title VI, add the
following new section:

SEC. 6 . ACCEPTANCE OF MILITARY STAR
CARD AT COMMISSARIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense
shall ensure that—

(1) commissary stores accept as payment
the Military Star Card; and

(2) any financial liability of the United
States relating to such acceptance as pay-
ment be assumed by the Army and Air Force
Exchange Service.

(b) MILITARY STAR CARD DEFINED.—In this
section, the term ‘‘Military Star Card”
means a credit card administered under the
Exchange Credit Program by the Army and
Air Force Exchange Service.

AMENDMENT NO. 35 OFFERED BY MR. ALLEN OF
GEORGIA

Page 141, line 17, after ‘‘senior military col-
lege’ insert the following: ‘“‘and each of the
Reserve Officer Training Corps institutions
selected for partnership by the cyber insti-
tutes at the individual service academies’.

AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED BY MR.
DESAULNIER OF CALIFORNIA

At the end of subtitle E of title V, add the
following new section:

SEC. 568. INCLUSION OF INFORMATION IN TRAN-
SITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.

Section 1144(b) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘(10) Provide information regarding the de-
duction of disability compensation paid by
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs pursuant
to section 1175a(h) of this title by reason of
voluntary separation pay received by the
member.”’.

AMENDMENT NO. 40 OFFERED BY MR. KEATING OF
MASSACHUSETTS

At the end of title V, add the following new
section:

SEC. 5 . SENSE OF CONGRESS ON DESIR-
ABILITY OF SERVICE-WIDE ADOP-
TION OF GOLD STAR INSTALLATION
ACCESS CARD.

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec-
retary of each military department and the
Secretary of the Department in which the
Coast Guard is operating should—

(1) provide for the issuance of a Gold Star
Installation Access Card to Gold Star family
members who are the survivors of deceased
members of the Armed Forces in order to ex-
pedite the ability of a Gold Star family
member to gain unescorted access to mili-
tary installations for the purpose of obtain-
ing the on-base services and benefits for
which the Gold Star family member is enti-
tled or eligible;

(2) work jointly to ensure that a Gold Star
Installation Access Card issued to a Gold
Star family member by one Armed Force is
accepted for access to military installations
of another Armed Force; and

(3) in developing, issuing, and accepting
the Gold Star Installation Access Card—

(A) prevent fraud in the procurement or
use of the Gold Star Installation Access
Card;

(B) limit installation access to those areas
that provide the services and benefits for
which the Gold Star family member is enti-
tled or eligible; and

(C) ensure that the availability and use of
the Gold Star Installation Access Card does
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not adversely affect military installation se-

curity.

AMENDMENT NO. 41 OFFERED BY MS. KAPTUR OF
OHIO

Page 186, after line 25, insert the following
new subsection:

(¢c) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Defense shall submit to the con-
gressional defense committees a report on
the dependency and indemnity compensation
offset under sections 1450(c) of title 10,
United States Code. The report shall include
the following:

(1) The total number of individuals af-
fected by such offset.

(2) Of the number of individuals covered
under paragraph (1), the number who are
covered by section 1448(d) of title 10, United
States Code, listed by the rank of the de-
ceased member and the current age of the in-
dividual.

(3) Of the number of individuals under
paragraph (1), the number who are not cov-
ered by section 1448(d) of title 10, United
States Code, listed by the rank of the de-
ceased member and the current age of the in-
dividual.

(4) The average amount of money that is
affected by such offset, including the average
amounts with respect to—

(A) individuals described in paragraph (2);
and

(B) individuals described in paragraph (3).

(56) The number of recipients for the special
survivor indemnity allowance under section
1450(m) of title 10, United States Code.
AMENDMENT NO. 42 OFFERED BY MR. KILDEE OF

MICHIGAN

Page 264, line 7, insert ‘‘and units’ after
“members”’.

Page 265, after line 8, insert the following:

(3) HIGH RISK VETERANS.—The Secretary of
Veterans Affairs shall use the results under
subsection (c) to provide outreach regarding
the available preventative and treatment re-
sources for mental health for enrolled vet-
erans who were deployed with the units iden-
tified under this subsection.

Page 265, line 16, insert ‘‘and the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs’ after ‘“‘Defense”.

Page 265, line 17, insert ‘“‘and the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs’” after ‘‘Serv-
ices”.

Page 265, line 18, insert ‘“‘and the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs’” after ‘‘Serv-
ices”.

Page 266, strike lines 3 through 6 and insert
the following:

(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) MILITARY SERVICES.—The term ‘‘mili-
tary services” means the Army, Navy, Air
Force, and the Marine Corps, including the
reserve components thereof.

(2) ENROLLED VETERAN.—The term ‘‘en-
rolled veteran’” means a veteran enrolled in
the health care system of the Department of
Veterans Affairs.

AMENDMENT NO. 45 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE OF TEXAS

At the end of title VII (page 273, after line
12), insert the following new section:

SEC. 749. INCREASED COLLABORATION WITH NIH
TO COMBAT TRIPLE NEGATIVE
BREAST CANCER.

The Office of Health of the Department of
Defense shall work in collaboration with the
National Institutes of Health to—

(1) identify specific genetic and molecular
targets and biomarkers for triple negative
breast cancer; and

(2) provide information wuseful in bio-
marker selection, drug discovery, and clin-
ical trials design that will enable both—

(A) triple negative breast cancer patients
to be identified earlier in the progression of
their disease; and
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(B) the development of multiple targeted
therapies for the disease.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY) and the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
SMITH) each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from California (Mr.
LAMALFA).

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Chair, I am very
grateful to Chairman THORNBERRY for
allowing me to present this amend-
ment.

Today, I rise in support of my amend-
ment to the NDAA in support of the U-
2, known as the Dragon Lady, one of
the must successful spy planes ever
built. Its unique capabilities have
served our Nation’s high-altitude intel-
ligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance mission for decades.

What many don’t know is that the U-
2 is not a cold war relic. It is still cur-
rent. The most recent ones were made
in the 1980s. U-2s are currently flying
more hours today than at any point
since the end of the cold war and have
been deployed in our ongoing efforts to
defeat ISIS.

Flying at an altitude of 70,000 feet,
the U-2 is able to reach heights other
spy planes cannot. Because the U-2 can
reach such extraordinary heights, it is
able to use high-tech sensors to in-
crease its ability to collect intel-
ligence.

Other unique features of the U-2 in-
clude cloud-piercing radar and inter-
changeable nose cones. The U-2 can
also take incredible high-resolution
photographs on a 10,500-foot reel wet
film.

My amendment to the NDAA will
prevent the Air Force from retiring the
U-2. It is absolutely essential to our
ability to meet our high-altitude intel-
ligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance needs.

In addition to aiding in the fight
against ISIS, General Philip Breedlove,
NATO’s supreme allied commander and
the head of U.S. forces in Europe,
called for the use of U-2s in countering
the strategic threat posed by Vladimir
Putin.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman an additional 30
seconds.

Mr. LAMALFA. General Breedlove
said:

“EUCOM needs additional intel-
ligence collection platforms, such as
the U-2 or the RC-135, to assist the in-
creased collection requirements in the
theatre.”

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of this
amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, I lis-
tened to the frustration of the chair-
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man describing the process, and I sym-
pathize with that. I have sat and ad-
mitted that this committee has one of
the most difficult tasks, because as
long as we are sort of unhinged here
from the reality and the accountability
of how they all work out, we will have
people make requests for this or the
administration will leave something
out there, and it is difficult for the
committee to try to make sense of re-
ality out of these conflicting requests.

Out of this, I think there is an ele-
phant in the room of an unrealistic,
unsustainable, and unnecessary tril-
lion-dollar path we are on for the nu-
clear triad of bombers, land-based mis-
siles, and the submarines.

These are weapons that we have
never used in 71 years. These are weap-
ons that do not help us with the major
challenges that vex this committee
right now in terms of military readi-
ness, the challenges dealing with ISIS,
dealing with encroachment by the Chi-
nese, problems with Russia.

These are weapons that didn’t stop
Russian aggression in the Crimea or
Ukraine or Chinese encroachment.
These are weapons that don’t deter the
greatest nuclear threat we face, which
is nuclear materials falling into the
hands of extremist elements from
rogue nations like North Korea or
some of our purported friends in Paki-
stan.

These are the threats that we face.
And this muscle-bound nuclear triad
that we are going to spend a trillion
dollars on does not help us.

There is enough blame, I think, to go
around. The administration made an
agreement to upgrade and modernize
all these nuclear weapons in their ef-
fort to get the nonproliferation treaty
advanced. I think it was a foolish bar-
gain, an expensive bargain. They are
not going to be around to have to de-
liver on the trillion dollars. They are
nibbling around the edges and moving
these things forward and leaving the
big decisions for the future.

They have actually made it worse by
not fighting aggressively for non-
proliferation resources to help us keep
these materials out of the hands of the
extremists and retire nuclear weapons
that are floating around the world now.

We have more nuclear weapons than
we need, more nuclear weapons than
we can use, more nuclear weapons than
we can afford. We can debate whether
we have enough to destroy the world 3
times, 5 times, or 10 times. What is
ironic is that we never have that de-
bate on the floor of the House on how
the tradeoffs occur, what the threats to
conventional military capacity are,
and how they fit into an overall
scheme of affairs.

0O 1645

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. I yield
the gentleman an additional 30 sec-
onds.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I suggest this is
the least-effective part of our overall
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defense inventory. I would hope that,
in the future, when maybe we have a
new administration willing to turn a
page, when we have a Congress that is
willing to entertain a broad and robust
debate about this critical issue, that
we can deal with an effort to rein in
this trillion-dollar spending folly that
is going to have disastrous effects for
our military readiness in the years
ahead.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, the reason these
weapons have not been used since 1945
is that we have had a credible nuclear
deterrent. The fastest way to have a
more dangerous, destabilized world is
for the credibility of that deterrent to
erode, and I worry about that.

Secondly, if you look at what is
planned with upgrading the weapons
and the delivery systems, at no point
does it become more than 11 percent of
the U.S. defense budget. That is a pret-
ty good investment to make sure that
they are not used, and I suggest that it
is well worth the investment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I offer
today, in cooperation with the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) requires a report simply from
the Secretary of Defense, detailing the
quantity, composition, and lost income
of survivors currently affected by the
Dependency and Indemnity Compensa-
tion offset to the Survivor Benefit Pro-
gram.

It continues this body’s crucial, bi-
partisan effort to find a feasible solu-
tion for the disgraceful way we short-
change and penalize our military wid-
ows and widowers.

This mandatory offset hurts those
who have already given more to free-
dom than most of us ever will, the life
of a spouse.

It hurts women like the Army Ser-
geant First Class who recently con-
tacted me. She is an Afghan veteran
herself, mother of three. Tragically,
she also is a Gold Star Wife due to the
death of her husband in Iraq in 2004. As
a young widow of a servicemember who
died as a result of his service, she is
not eligible to receive the full amount
of her benefits, making the burden of
living without her spouse that much
more difficult at a time of enormous
adjustment for their family. What’s
more, if she were a Federal civil serv-
ice survivor, she could receive both
benefits.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield the gentlewoman an
additional 30 seconds.

Ms. KAPTUR. If she were a civil serv-
ice survivor, she could receive both
benefits; and if she were over the age of
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37, she could receive both benefits. Her
husband gave his life for liberty. She is
a veteran, too. We must honor their
sacrifice as we honor the sacrifice of
any other American who dies in service
to our Nation, and find a way to fix
this awkward offset.

This report will help us better define
the situation so we can find just solu-
tions. I urge my colleagues to support
this amendment.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 1 minute to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Montana

(Mr. ZINKE), a member of the com-
mittee.
Mr. ZINKE. Mr. Chairman, I rise

today in support of my colleague from
Florida’s amendment to create a Judge
Advocate General career litigation
track in the Army and the U.S. Air
Force.

The legislation provides the Army
and Air Force JAG officers with trial
and prosecutorial experience that is ab-
solutely critical.

Currently, Army and Air Force JAGs
lack experience, as multiple reports
have said. As a matter of fact, a shock-
ing 89 percent of military prosecutors
only have 10 or fewer contested cases.
This inexperience is a disservice to
those who seek justice under the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice.

Anyone who has suffered a trans-
gression and sexual assault or other
crime while serving in the military,
quite frankly, deserves the best.

The Navy has implemented this liti-
gation path and is already reaping
great results. It is time for the Air
Force and the Army to follow suit.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

I want to make clear that my opposi-
tion to the bill at this point is not just
based on the exclusion of the amend-
ment that would have lifted the dis-
crimination against the LGBT commu-
nity. That was sort of the last straw.

I was on the fence about this bill
from the very beginning because, un-
derstand that this bill continues the
pattern of the last few years, of putting
our defense on a fiscal path to nowhere,
a fiscal path towards a cliff of not hav-
ing the money to fund what needs to be
funded because the Budget Control Act
remains in place.

Now, the chairman repeatedly says
that in 2008, we did this when a new ad-
ministration was coming in. We only
funded half of the overseas contingency
operation fund, knowing the supple-
mental was coming.

There was no Budget Control Act in
2008. The Budget Control Act is in
place. Even if we get a supplemental in
April—and in this Congress, getting ad-
ditional money is no guarantee—the
Budget Control Act remains in place,
and this Congress has shown a com-
plete unwillingness to get rid of it.

So what we are doing by funding all
of these programs that some of my col-
leagues have started, we are funding a
defense that we cannot sustain.
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I think the best example of this is
the military wanted to cut the size of
the Marine Corps and the Army. Now,
the levels that they wanted to cut
them to were levels that no one in the
defense community wanted to cut them
to, but that was the amount of money
that they have available under the
Budget Control Act.

As soon as we repeal the Budget Con-
trol Act, we will have a lot easier con-
versation about how to fund defense;
but what we are doing to national secu-
rity right now is we are creating a bow
wave that they will not be able to ab-
sorb.

When the Budget Control Act kicks
in again next year, all of a sudden the
Army and the Marine Corps will have
to, like that, cut—my numbers may be
off a little bit here—30,000 in the Army,
10,000 in the Marine Corps. You can’t
really do that in any sort of reasonable
way. It will be incredibly disruptive to
the military, incredibly disruptive to
readiness.

Now, I will agree with the chairman
that a passionate case can be made for
spending more on defense. Heck, if we
spent a trillion dollars on defense, a
passionate case could be made for
spending even more than that when
you look at the threat environment.
But we have the money we have.

He also cited that, in 2010 numbers,
we are now 23 percent below where we
are at, and that is true. But we are 23
percent below where we are at because
of the 2011 Budget Control Act which,
again, this House refuses to repeal.

So instead of dealing with the
amount of money that Congress has
forced the Department of Defense to
deal with, we fantasize that more
money will appear, and in that fantasy,
we put the military in an impossible
situation.

We start all of these programs. There
is not the money to finish those pro-
grams. And maybe someone can tell me
where this money is going to come
from, how it is going to magically ap-
pear, when we are $19 trillion in debt—
I forget off the top of my head what the
deficit is this year, but it is somewhere
in the neighborhood of 5 or $600 bil-
lion—deficits for as far as the eye can
see; the Freedom Caucus on the Repub-
lican side refusing to spend any more
money.

This money is not going to appear.
And so what we are going to have is we
are going to have a military that has
to cut drastically and irresponsibly in
the blink of an eye because we refused
to let them do it responsibly.

I would urge Members to read Sec-
retary Carter’s testimony before the
Senate earlier this week or last week
where he outlined what a devastating
impact this defense bill will have on
our national security when the bills
that it is charging actually come due.

Now, that is the primary reason to
oppose this bill; contemplating swal-
lowing that and hoping that, like last
year, we could fix that in conference.

But in addition to that, to have dis-
criminatory provisions in it brings me
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back to 2009, when the Republicans op-
posed the defense bill because it had an
antihate crime piece of legislation at-
tached to it.

There are reasons to oppose the de-
fense bill other than you just don’t
really like people who serve in the
military, and that is a condescending
and irresponsible argument to make
against those who would oppose the
bill.

If we continue down this funding
path, we are not serving the military.
All of these readiness disasters that we
keep hearing about have, in part, hap-
pened because of the way this com-
mittee and the Appropriations Com-
mittee has funded defense for the last 3
or 4 years, by taking from readiness to
fund a wide variety of programs, in-
cluding the beginning of the $1 trillion
Mr. BLUMENAUER talked about for our
nuclear deterrent.

We are not making choices. We refuse
to get rid of the A-10. We refuse to lay
off 11 cruisers. We refuse to allow the
military to shrink its size and, instead,
we keep putting it on a credit card and
hoping that the money will appear.

Well, when that money doesn’t ap-
pear—and it is not going to. I haven’t
seen money just sort of burst out of no-
where in my lifetime. Maybe we will be
lucky and maybe it will be the first
time—but it puts the Department of
Defense in a tenuous position.

We need to start making choices
based on the money that we actually
have. This bill doesn’t do that.

Six months from now, our troops
serving in Afghanistan and Iraq will
have no money, and we hope that prob-
lem fixes itself. That is a national se-
curity reason for opposing this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
how much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas has 7 minutes remaining.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I think I made clear a
few moments ago that I believe we
need to have a better way to fund de-
fense, a more predictable way. But, Mr.
Chairman, I am not willing to wait to
support the military until that is done.
I am not willing to wait until we have
tax reform and entitlement reform and
all sorts of other things before I am
willing to stand up and support the
military. There are lives at stake
today, and we have enormous chal-
lenges in the future, there is no ques-
tion, budgetary and otherwise.

But I think it would be a mistake if
I were to say we have all these chal-
lenges coming down the road, there-
fore, I am not going to fix this problem
that is affecting pilots, mechanics, oth-
ers today. We can do something about
it today.

As a matter of fact, the gentleman
talks about the Budget Control Act.
We have made some alterations to the
Budget Control Act for each of the last
4 years because of this problem.
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I think most people, at least on both
sides of the aisle, realize that when you
cut defense 23 percent since 2010, and
the world is not 23 percent safer, we are
not asking our military folks for 23
percent fewer deployments, that some-
thing has got to give.

So there has been—it has been pain-
ful, it has been messy, it has not been
ideal, but there has been some alter-
ations to the Budget Control Act.

I said a while ago that I am for doing
away with these artificial caps. The
Budget Control Act did not work as
anyone, I think, intended. There was
never the mandatory spending reform
that was the goal.

And what bore the brunt of the cuts?

Defense.

Fifteen percent of the budget has ab-
sorbed 50 percent of the cuts under the
Budget Control Act. That is wrong.

Now, I think if Members on both
sides of the aisle committed to work-
ing together to fix that, we could. Now,
that would involve not having a Presi-
dent use the military as a hostage to
try to force more domestic spending,
which is what this President has done.
That would mean that we focus on try-
ing to fix defense, and understand that
all of us have other priorities that we
need to also work on at the same time.

But we are always going to have dif-
ferent budget laws and different cir-
cumstances. I still do not understand
how a Democratic majority, in 2008,
could use this approach, to give the
new President the benefit of the doubt,
the benefit of a fresh look; and when
we try to do the same for the next
President, who none of us know who it
is going to be, but when we try to use
the same approach, all of a sudden then
you just can’t do it. It is irresponsible,
it is a gimmick, and all sorts of names.

The gentleman mentioned that we
are not making choices and mentioned
specifically the A-10.

Mr. Chairman, there are a lot more
things that I would like to have done
in this bill, lots of additional programs
I would like to have authorized. We had
to make difficult choices.

But just to take the A-10 for an ex-
ample, the administration has proposed
eliminating the A-10 for the past sev-
eral years. This Congress reached a dif-
ferent judgment on that. That is what
the Constitution, by the way, says we
are supposed to do. It is our job to raise
and support, build and maintain the
Armed Forces of the United States.

On the A-10 program, we reached a
different conclusion. We decided that,
until you have something to take its
place, we shouldn’t get rid of it.

And you know what?

The Secretary of Defense has testi-
fied that it has been devastating in its
use against ISIS today. If we had elimi-
nated it, it wouldn’t be there.

So sometimes our judgment—and we
have a long list of instances where Con-
gress, under majorities of both parties,
have exercised a different judgment
from the administration and where we
were proved right. So we make tough
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choices. Sometimes our choices actu-
ally turn out to look pretty good in
hindsight.

But the bottom line, Mr. Chairman,
is we could all wait to support a de-
fense bill until some far-off condition
were met. It is easy to vote ‘‘no’ un-
less something happens or unless some
condition is met; but for this, if only
that. That is easy.

But that does not fix the immediate
problems that face the men and women
who volunteer to defend our country,
the problems that they are facing
today. That is what we are trying to do
with this bill. We don’t actually fix
them. We just start to turn it around.

I don’t think there is an excuse that
justifies opposing doing what is right
for them, and that is the reason I be-
lieve that this bill should be supported.
I hope Members will support this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendments en bloc offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN-
BERRY).

The en bloc amendments were agreed
to.

0 1700

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. ELLISON

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 7 printed in
House Report 114-571.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

In section 1215(b)—

(1) strike paragraphs (2), (3), and (4);

(2) in paragraph (6), insert ‘‘and”
2018;7;

(3) in paragraph (7), strike ‘‘; and” and in-
sert a period; and

(4) strike paragraph (8).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment strikes language telling
the President to expand our mission in
Afghanistan, language that tells the
President to put more of our troops in
harm’s way, to go backwards towards a
combat mission in Afghanistan.

Now, Republicans may not say it, but
the effect is exactly what they are
pushing for—moving the United States
military and the United States back
toward a combat mission in Afghani-
stan, not forward away from one.
Worse yet, they are pushing for an ex-
panded mission before the new com-
mander on the ground, General John
Nicholson, finishes his review. That is
right. Congress is giving instructions
to the President before the current
commander has weighed in. This is a
mistake.

after
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So the opening line of the sense of
Congress tells the President to leave
9,800 troops in Afghanistan next year.
The current plan calls for 5,500. This
sets the tone for what is next. Unfortu-
nately, the amendment that strikes
this language was not ruled in order.

My amendment starts by striking the
next provision. The Republicans want
our military to unilaterally strike the
Taliban. Now, of course, these people
are absolutely bad news, but the State
Department does not recognize them as
a terrorist organization at this time.
This is a decision that should be based
on military considerations.

Thus, our counterterrorism mission
is allowed to strike and go after Daesh
and al Qaeda, but the mission regard-
ing the Taliban is defensive in nature;
and if that is going to be changed, it
should be based on military consider-
ations, not just through a piece of leg-
islation.

In fact, the Afghans are leading all
missions against the Taliban, and this
has been happening well before we
transitioned to a noncombat mission.
So let’s not call for going back to com-
bat mission tactics, especially when
the commander has not asked for it.

Finally, I would like to talk about a
particular provision that is close to
me. I would like to address what I re-
gard as actually a troubling piece in
the provision, which says, and I will
quote from the proposed legislation:

The United States military personnel who
are tasked with the mission of providing
combat search and rescue support, casualty
evacuation, and medical support should not
be counted as part of any force management
level limitation on the number of United
States ground forces in Afghanistan.

This is a mistake. I believe that our
medical personnel and others should be
considered boots on the ground, con-
trary to the language in the provision.
Combat medics carry weapons, they
take casualties, and they are Kkilled.
Why shouldn’t we count them? It
doesn’t seem to make sense to me. One
of the closest people in the whole wide
world to me is an Active Duty military
combat medic, and if they are in a war
zone, I want them counted.

So with that, I ask for my amend-
ment to be approved and included, and
I ask that we listen to military people
on the ground before we start trying to
tell them what to do, and that we abso-
lutely count combat medics and people
who do rescue.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TURNER), the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Tac-
tical Air and Land Forces.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, I am
going to try to make some sense of
this.

We just had an amendment where we
were debating providing the Authoriza-
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tion of Use of Military Force to the
President, and we wanted to make cer-
tain that the President had the author-
ity, and this is the portion of our bill
where we actually provide authority.
The word ‘‘authority’ is throughout
these sections that are, by this amend-
ment, being asked to be deleted. But as
Mr. ELLISON stated, we should look to
the commanders on the ground. So
let’s look at what they have said.

General Campbell, testifying about
the Haqqgani network, said that it re-
mains the most capable threat to U.S.
and coalition forces.

Now, what does threat mean? It
means that they are trying to kill us
and our coalition forces. It is a State
Department-designated terrorist orga-
nization which harbors al Qaeda and is
the most lethal actor on the battle-
field. These provisions that will be de-
leted relate to our ability to fight
them.

Approximately 30 percent of district
centers are under Taliban control and
influence or are at such risk, says Gen-
eral Campbell.

Now, General Nicholson, who is cur-
rently the commander, is doing his re-
view. That is correct. But what we are
doing in these provisions is providing
the status quo. We are not presuming
that he is going to come back and say:
Let’s cut; we can go do this with less
troops. We are allowing that he would
have the same resources that General
Campbell had so that he would have an
ability to defend our troops.

Basically, if you go down to these
paragraphs that are being deleted, this
comes down to some fairly easy deci-
sions:

If you believe that ISIL is not a
threat to our troops, vote for this
amendment.

If you believe that ISIL is not a
threat to our allies in the Middle East,
vote for this amendment.

If you believe that the killings that
were directed and inspired by ISIL in
Brussels and Paris are not a threat to
our Nation or our NATO allies, vote for
this amendment.

If you believe that it is okay for the
Taliban to control portions of Afghan
territory, even though al Qaeda
planned and directed 9/11 under
Taliban-controlled Afghanistan, vote
for this amendment.

If you believe that the U.S. and
NATO troops should be responsible for
Afghan security, and not Afghan secu-
rity forces, vote for this amendment.

If you believe, however, that we have
a responsibility for our national secu-
rity and to our troops, vote against
this amendment.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chair, how much
time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Minnesota has 1% minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Texas
has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1%2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, first, let me
thank Congressman ELLISON for yield-
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ing and for his tremendous leadership.
This amendment is extremely impor-
tant.

Today I rise to urge my colleagues to
support this amendment and, really,
allow our ground commanders to do
their job. Now, of course, time and
time again, Congress has refused to do
its job. From Zika funding to con-
firming a new Supreme Court Justice,
we failed to do our job.

Instead of letting Congress do its job,
the majority only seems interested in
Congress doing other peoples’ jobs, and
that is including our military com-
manders. There is no way we should be
allowing this to happen.

Make no mistake, Republicans are
trying to expand the U.S. mission in
Afghanistan and further expand Amer-
ica’s longest war. For nearly 15 years,
we have been fighting a war in Afghan-
istan. Our brave servicemen and
-women have gone way beyond the call
of duty. They have done everything we
have asked them to do. It is past time
to bring them home to their families
and to their children. But minimally,
we should not be telling our military
leaders what to do in a war zone, espe-
cially before they have completed their
on-the-ground assessment.

So I hope that we vote ‘‘yes’ on this
commonsense amendment. While our
young men and women are in Afghani-
stan, until we bring them home, let’s
use the best type of intelligence, the
best information, and the best direc-
tion that the ground commanders have
determined based on their ground as-
sessment in this war.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chair, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, just to be clear, the
underlying provisions which the gen-
tleman’s amendment would strike are
sense of Congress provisions. Basically,
it is the sense of Congress that the
ground commanders ought to make
these decisions.

Unfortunately, artificial troop caps
and overly restrictive requirements on
our military increase the danger that
our military faces in Afghanistan. So if
you draw down too low the number of
people you have, for example, then you
don’t have enough to protect yourself.
That is part of what we are seeing in
Afghanistan.

If you tie the military’s hands and
say, ‘Okay. You cannot go after this
enemy, even though they may pose the
most deadly threat to you,” then you
increase the danger to our military.
That is exactly what these provisions
try to deal with.

Mr. Chairman, the Afghans are doing
the fighting in Afghanistan. They are
advancing and getting more capable all
the time, but they still need us to be
there and to advise and assist them.

Just to look briefly at some of the
provisions that the gentleman would
strike, one says that the commander in



H2752

Afghanistan has the authority to
strike the Haqqani network. They are
the ones that pose, in many people’s
eyes, the biggest threat for big bomb-
ings and so forth in that region. Why
would we not allow our military com-
mander, if he wants to, if he thinks it
is right, to strike them?

Another provision the gentleman
strikes is the one that says that we
ought to have resources to go after
ISIS. Remember, Mr. Chairman, that it
is not just al Qaeda and the Taliban
that are growing in Afghanistan. ISIS
is growing there, too. This just says we
ought to do something about that. The
gentleman’s amendment would strike
it.

On troop caps, part of what is hap-
pening in Afghanistan is that we are
artificially limiting the number of peo-
ple there. As I mentioned, that in-
creases the danger to the troops we do
have there. Otherwise, we are bringing
some people in on a temporary basis or
hiring contractors to do the job.

So these artificial troop caps mean
that commanders and the administra-
tion have got to find all these ways
around it, but they still increase the
danger that the people we do have
there face. That doesn’t make sense.
There are still dangers in Afghanistan
to our national security.

These provisions the gentleman
would strike just try to untie the
hands of our military so they can deal
with it on a military basis, not a polit-
ical basis.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend-
ment, and I urge Members to do like-
wise.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Minnesota will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. ELLISON

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 9 printed in
House Report 114-571.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike section 1502 and insert the following
new section:

SEC. 1502. PROCUREMENT.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 2017 for procurement
accounts for the Army, the Navy and the Ma-
rine Corps, the Air Force, and Defense-wide
activities, as specified in—

(1) the funding table in section 4102; or

(2) the funding table in section 4103.

(b) FUNDING REDUCTION.—Notwithstanding
the amounts set forth in the funding tables
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in division D, the amount authorized to be
appropriated for procurement for overseas
contingency operations for base require-
ments, as specified in the funding table in
section 4103, is hereby reduced by
$9,440,300,000.

Strike section 1504 and insert the following
new section:

SEC. 1504. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 2017 for the use of the
Armed Forces and other activities and agen-
cies of the Department of Defense for ex-
penses, not otherwise provided for, for oper-
ation and maintenance, as specified in—

(1) the funding table in section 4302, or

(2) the funding table in section 4303.

(b) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY.—Amounts
specified in the funding table in section 4302
shall remain available for obligation only
until April 30, 2017, at a rate for operations
as provided in the Department of Defense
Appropriations Act, 2016 (division C of Public
Law 114-113).

(c) FUNDING INCREASE.—Notwithstanding
the amounts set forth in the funding tables
in division D, the amount authorized to be
appropriated in this section for operation
and maintenance, as specified in the funding
table in section 4302, is hereby increased by
$9,440,300,000, of which $26,000,000 is des-
ignated for suicide prevention.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to urge support for my amendment to
H.R. 4909, the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2017.

The overseas contingency operations
account is supposed to provide emer-
gency funding for wars and unexpected
operations overseas, operations that
cannot be planned for in the base budg-
et.

Republicans are raiding this account.
They are taking money from missions
designed to protect our Nation from
imminent threats to feed the military
industrial complex. They argue that
this makes our military stronger and
that it improves our national security;
but what it really does is, the Repub-
licans have taken money from oper-
ations overseas and put it towards
money for procurement, for nonwar
needs, so much so that the operators
would only be funded through 2017,
April of next year. My amendment puts
the money back.

Mr. Chairman, Secretary Carter stat-
ed that this gimmick is gambling
“with warfighter money at a time of
war.” He said: ‘It would spend money
taken from the war account on things
that are not DOD’s highest priorities
across the joint force.”

My amendment takes the $9.4 billion
taken for procurement on items like
extra F-35s and the littoral combat
ship, which the Pentagon did not
prioritize, and puts the funds back in
the OCO operations and maintenance
account.

0 1715

Mr. Chair, $26 million of that money
will go to preventing suicides amongst
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our military, as the President’s request
for this was $26 million lower than the
amount we appropriated in 2016. This
problem is not going down, and it
should not receive less support from us.

In summary, we are putting money
back where it belongs. We are sup-
porting our troops on the ground. We
are supporting those services overseas.
We are supporting military readiness.
We are supporting the priorities of the
Pentagon and the President, not those
of the defense industry.

And I will say, Mr. Chairman, that if
I were to ask you who I got a call from
and ask you to guess, did I get a call
from the President’s office or the Pen-
tagon or Boeing, the answer would be
number three, Boeing. That is who
called me and doesn’t like this par-
ticular amendment. In fact, we didn’t
hear from the others. We heard from
the industry, the special interests.

Let’s just say the Republicans do
push through extra funds for OCO next
year. This would still be shortchanging
domestic programs that will have to be
cut to pay for the defense industry.

We all know that Republicans won’t
let us raise taxes to cover additional
costs. We won’t be able to take on
more debt. Americans are going to suf-
fer under the Republicans’ scheme to
give the Pentagon equipment and the
industry just more.

I oppose it, and I urge support for my
amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time in opposition.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. TURNER).

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, when
we read our newspapers, we certainly
know that the world is becoming a
much less safe place. The conflicts
around the world and the ability of our
military to respond are incredibly im-
portant. But also, if you read the news-
paper, you understand that our mili-
tary is at a critical juncture. The ef-
fects of sequestration have signifi-
cantly undermined the readiness of our
military.

The argument that Mr. ELLISON is
making about what pot of money funds
come out of is kind of irrelevant in
that his amendment isn’t pure and that
he doesn’t take all of the money out of
one pot and move it into another. He
only takes a portion. The President
does the same thing in this shell game
of where dollars come from. It is not an
issue of where do dollars come from. It
is an issue of, where do they go?

If you read this bill, the issue of
where these go, which is what Mr.
ELLISON wants to stop, is moneys that
go to readiness. It goes to the ability of
our military to be prepared.

The Admiral Vice Chief of Staff, Gen-
eral Daniel Allyn, recently explained
that to build readiness ‘‘the Army has
been forced to cancel or delay military
construction, sustainment, restoration,
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and modernization across our posts,
camps, and stations. Additionally, the
Army reduced key installation serv-
ices, individual training programs, and
modernization.” In essence, readiness.

This amendment strips away funding
from critical programs that have been
identified by our military services that
were not fully funded by the Presi-
dent’s budget request that go to readi-
ness. We are currently in a readiness
crisis.

Marine pilots are having to can-
nibalize museum parts to get their F-
18s ready to deploy. Of the Marine
Corps 271 strike aircraft, only 46 can
fly. Of the most severe type of aviation
accidents, Marines are 84 percent above
their 10-year average. The Air Force
maintainers are also cannibalizing mu-
seum parts to get aircraft in the air. Of
the 20 B-1 bombers, which are work-
horses in Iraq and Syria, only 9 can fly
due to parts and maintenance short-
falls. Pilots are getting less than half
of their training required during a time
when our adversaries are becoming in-
creasingly capable and technologically
advanced.

The Air Force’s Vice Chief of Staff,
David Goldfein, recently stated during
congressional testimony that lower
than planned funding levels have re-
sulted in one of the smallest, oldest,
and least ready forces across the full-
spectrum of operations in our history.

Voting for this amendment supports
cutting our troops’ strength, cutting
training and maintenance, forcing our
armed services to maintain crumbling
facilities, and forcing our servicemem-
bers to continue to rely on faulty and
worn out equipment.

It is not an issue of what pot this
money comes out of. It is a matter of
where it goes. It needs to go for our
servicemembers, so vote against this
amendment.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, how
much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. RICE of
South Carolina). The gentleman from
Minnesota has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1% minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, let me
thank the gentleman for yielding, and
for introducing this amendment, and
for his leadership to end waste, fraud,
and abuse at the Pentagon.

This amendment, which I am proud
to cosponsor, would stop Republicans
from using the overseas contingency
operation fund as a piggy bank for
more wasteful Pentagon spending. Yes,
it really does appear that Christmas is
coming in May for the military-indus-
trial complex.

Right now, Republicans have robbed
critical programs, like military suicide
prevention, and redirected that money
to the OCO fund where there is no ac-
countability, no transparency, or over-
sight. By funneling this money to the
OCO account, Republicans are short-
changing lifesaving programs to fund
wasteful programs, like the F-35 and
tanks that rust in the Nevada desert.
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Even the Pentagon say they don’t
want these programs funded. Yet, Re-
publicans are jeopardizing our real na-
tional security priorities to further en-
rich the military-industrial complex.

Our troops deserve better, Mr. Chair-
man. This is a dangerous budgeting
gimmick. This amendment would end
the OCO fraud and return the funds to
the important programs that they were
intended for.

Let’s end this scheme and put the
money back into where it belongs, and
that is protecting our troops and the
American people.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, let me
just conclude by saying that it is time
to put resources where they are needed,
among suicide prevention and directly
to our troops, not into simply more
military-industrial complex procure-
ment stuff, not just to help private
business feed its bottom line profit, but
to help our soldiers and to help our
military on the ground, when needed.

I urge support for my amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, just to be clear, the
President in his budget request takes
some of the OCO dollars and uses it to
meet base requirements. He does that
in his budget. It is not a question of
whether it is done or not. The question
is, how much?

And even though the President uses
OCO dollars to help meet base short-
falls, his own Comptroller in the de-
fense budget review writes, even
though they do that in the President’s
budget request: ‘“The Department will
continue to experience gaps in training
and maintenance over the near term
and have a reduced margin of error in
dealing with risks of uncertainty in a
dynamic and shifting security environ-
ment.”

In other words, even the President’s
own budget documents say that it is
not enough what he has done. So what
we try to do is we try to do more. We
are not going to do it all, but we try to
do more to make sure that the training
and maintenance that our troops are
entitled to are provided. What that
means is we should not send anyone
out on a mission for which they are not
fully prepared and fully supported.

The problem is, as I mentioned
awhile ago with the Black Hawk exam-
ple, some of these folks have to fly hel-
icopters that were made in 1979. I, my-
self, saw a fighter plane that President
Reagan sent to bomb Muammar Qa-
dhafi in 1986, and they couldn’t find the
parts for it. The pilot tried. He figured
out a way to take a part off of a mu-
seum aircraft and tried to make it fit,
but the holes were drilled in the wrong
place, so it didn’t work.

The only thing you can do to replace
a helicopter made in 1979 or an airplane
that was flown on a mission in 1986 is
to get a new one. So that is what the
procurement is.
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As I mentioned a few moments ago,
we have had a number of people from
the Democratic side of the aisle who
have asked for C-40s, MQ-4s, Black
Hawks, B-22s, F-18s, F-35s, C-130s.
Now, they didn’t just invent that. The
reason that Democratic Members have
asked for those things above and be-
yond what the President submitted is
because there is a real need and be-
cause the only way we are going to fix
some of these readiness problems, in
addition to more money for training
and maintenance, more money for fa-
cilities, and preventing further cuts in
end strength, is to replace some of this
old equipment with new equipment.
That is what we do. The gentleman
would undo that. I think his amend-
ment should be defeated.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Minnesota will be
postponed.

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR.

THORNBERRY OF TEXAS

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
pursuant to House Resolution 735, I
offer amendments en bloc.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendments en bloc.

Amendments en bloc No. 3 consisting
of amendment Nos. 20, 36, 37, 39, 48, 49,
52, 53, 59, and 63 printed in House Re-
port 114-571, offered by Mr. THORN-
BERRY of Texas:

AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED BY MR.
THORNBERRY OF TEXAS

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. GLOBAL ENGAGEMENT CENTER.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of State, in coordination
with the Secretary of Defense and the heads
of other relevant Federal departments and
agencies, shall establish a Global Engage-
ment Center (in this section referred to as
the ‘‘Center’’). The purposes of the Center
are—

(1) to lead and coordinate the compilation
and examination of information on foreign
government information warfare efforts
monitored and integrated by the appropriate
interagency entities with responsibility for
such information, including information pro-
vided by recipients of information access
fund grants awarded under subsection (f) and
other sources;

(2) to establish a framework for the inte-
gration of critical data and analysis provided
by the appropriate interagency entities with
responsibility for such information on for-
eign propaganda and disinformation efforts
into the development of national strategy;

(3) to develop, plan, and synchronize, in co-
ordination with the Secretary of Defense,
and the heads of other relevant Federal de-
partments and agencies, whole-of-govern-
ment initiatives to expose and counter for-
eign propaganda and disinformation directed
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against United States national security in-
terests and proactively advance fact-based
narratives that support United States allies
and interests;

(4) to demonstrate new technologies, meth-
odologies and concepts relevant to the mis-
sions of the Center that can be transitioned
to other departments or agencies of the
United States Government, foreign partners
or allies, or other nongovernmental entities;

(5) to establish cooperative or liaison rela-
tionships with foreign partners and allies in
consultation with interagency entities with
responsibility for such activities, and other
entities, such as academia, nongovernmental
organizations, and the private sector; and

(6) to identify shortfalls in United States
capabilities in any areas relevant to the
United States Government’s mission, and
recommend necessary enhancements or
changes.

(b) FuNCTIONS.—The Center shall carry out
the following functions:

(1) Integrating interagency and inter-
national efforts to track and evaluate
counterfactual narratives abroad that
threaten the national security interests of
the United States and United States allies.

(2) Integrating, and analyzing relevant in-
formation, data, analysis, and analytics from
United States Government agencies, allied
nations, think tanks, academic institutions,
civil society groups, and other nongovern-
mental organizations.

(3) Developing and disseminating fact-
based narratives and analysis to counter
propaganda and disinformation directed at
United States allies and partners.

(4) Identifying current and emerging trends
in foreign propaganda and disinformation
based on the information provided by the ap-
propriate interagency entities with responsi-
bility for such information, including infor-
mation obtained from print, broadcast, on-
line and social media, support for third-party
outlets such as think tanks, political par-
ties, and nongovernmental organizations,
and the use of covert or clandestine special
operators and agents to influence targeted
populations and governments in order to co-
ordinate and shape the development of tac-
tics, techniques, and procedures to expose
and vrefute foreign misinformation and
disinformation and proactively promote
fact-based narratives and policies to audi-
ences outside the United States.

(5) Facilitating the use of a wide range of
technologies and techniques by sharing ex-
pertise among agencies, seeking expertise
from external sources, and implementing
best practices.

(6) Identifying gaps in United States capa-
bilities in areas relevant to the Center’s mis-
sion and recommending necessary enhance-
ments or changes.

(7) Identifying the countries and popu-
lations most susceptible to foreign govern-
ment propaganda and disinformation based
on information provided by appropriate
interagency entities.

(8) Administering the information access
fund established pursuant to subsection (f).

(9) Coordinating with allied and partner
nations, particularly those frequently tar-
geted by foreign disinformation operations,
and international organizations and entities
such as the NATO Center of Excellence on
Strategic Communications, the European
Endowment for Democracy, and the Euro-
pean External Action Service Task Force on
Strategic Communications, in order to am-
plify the Center’s efforts and avoid duplica-
tion.

(c) COORDINATOR.—The Secretary of State
shall appoint a full-time Coordinator to lead
the Center.

(d) EMPLOYEES OF THE CENTER.—
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(1) DETAILEES.—Any Federal Government
employee may be detailed to the Center
without reimbursement, and such detail
shall be without interruption or loss of civil
service status or privilege for a period of not
more than three years.

(2) PERSONAL SERVICE CONTRACTORS.—The
Secretary of State may exercise the author-
ity provided under section 3161 of title 5,
United States Code, to establish a program
(referred to in this subsection as the ‘‘Pro-
gram’’) for hiring United States citizens or
aliens as personal services contractors for
purposes of personnel resources of the Cen-
ter, if—

(A) the Secretary determines that existing
personnel resources are insufficient;

(B) the period in which services are pro-
vided by a personal services contractor under
the Program, including options, does not ex-
ceed three years, unless the Secretary deter-
mines that exceptional circumstances justify
an extension of up to one additional year;

(C) not more than 20 United States citizens
or aliens are employed as personal services
contractors under the Program at any time;
and

(D) the Program is only used to obtain spe-
cialized skills or experience or to respond to
urgent needs.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Under ‘‘Diplomatic and Consular Programs’’,
for each of fiscal years 2017 and 2018,
$10,000,000 is authorized to be appropriated to
the Department of State and may remain
available until expended to carry out the
functions, duties, and responsibilities of the
Center.

(f) INFORMATION ACCESS FUND.—

(1) AUTHORITY FOR GRANTS.—The Center is
authorized to provide grants or contracts of
financial support to civil society groups,
journalists, nongovernmental organizations,
federally-funded research and development
centers, private companies, or academic in-
stitutions for the following purposes:

(A) To support local independent media
who are best placed to refute foreign
disinformation and manipulation in their
own communities.

(B) To collect and store examples in print,
online, and social media, disinformation,
misinformation, and propaganda directed at
the United States and its allies and partners.

(C) To analyze and report on tactics, tech-
niques, and procedures of foreign govern-
ment information warfare with respect to
disinformation, misinformation, and propa-
ganda.

(D) To support efforts by the Center to
counter efforts by foreign governments to
use disinformation, misinformation, and
propaganda to influence the policies and so-
cial and political stability of the United
States and United States allies and partners.

(2) FUNDING AVAILABILITY AND LIMITA-
TIONS.—The Secretary of State shall provide
that each organization that applies to re-
ceive funds under this subsection undergoes
a vetting process in accordance with the rel-
evant existing regulations to ensure its bona
fides, capability, and experience, and its
compatibility with United States interests
and objectives.

(g) LIMITATION.—None of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated by the Act to carry
out this section shall be used for purposes
other than countering foreign propaganda
and misinformation that threatens United
States national security.

(h) TERMINATION OF CENTER.—The Center

shall terminate on the date that is 5 years
after the date of the enactment of this Act.
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12yy. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE BROAD-
CASTING BOARD OF GOVERNORS
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER POSI-
TION.

The United States International Broad-
casting Act of 1994 (22 U.S.C. 6201 et seq.;
Public Law 103-236) is amended—

(1) by amending section 304 (22 U.S.C. 6203)
to read as follows:

“SEC. 304. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CHIEF EXEC-
UTIVE OFFICER OF THE BROAD-
CASTING BOARD OF GOVERNORS.

‘“(a) CONTINUED EXISTENCE WITHIN EXECU-
TIVE BRANCH.—The Broadcasting Board of
Governors shall continue to exist within the
Executive branch of Government as an enti-
ty described in section 104 of title 5, United
States Code.

““(b) CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The head of the Broad-
casting Board of Governors shall be a Chief
Executive Officer, who shall be appointed by
the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate. The President shall
nominate the Chief Executive Officer not
later than 60 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this section. Until such time as a
Chief Executive Officer is appointed and has
qualified, the current or acting Chief Execu-
tive Officer appointed by the Board may con-
tinue to serve and exercise the authorities
and powers under this Act.

‘(2) TERM.—The first Chief Executive Offi-
cer appointed pursuant to paragraph (1) shall
serve for an initial term of three years.

‘“(3) COMPENSATION.—A Chief Executive Of-
ficer appointed pursuant to paragraph (1)
shall be compensated at the annual rate of
basic pay for level III of the Executive
Schedule under section 5314 of title 5, United
States Code.

“(c) TERMINATION OF DIRECTOR OF INTER-
NATIONAL BROADCASTING BUREAU.—Imme-
diately upon appointment of the Chief Exec-
utive Officer under subsection (b), the Direc-
tor of the International Broadcasting Bureau
shall be terminated, and all of the respon-
sibilities, authorities, and immunities of the
Director or the Board under this or any
other Act or authority before the date of the
enactment of this section shall be trans-
ferred to and assumed or overseen by the
Chief Executive Officer, as head of the agen-
cy.
¢(d) MEMBERS OF THE BROADCASTING BOARD
OF GOVERNORS.—Members of the Broad-
casting Board of Governors in office as of the
date of the enactment of this section may
serve the remainder of their terms of office
in an advisory capacity, but such terms may
not be extended beyond the date on which
such terms are set to expire.

““(e) IMMUNITY FROM CIVIL LIABILITY.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, all
limitations on liability that apply to the
Chief Executive Officer shall also apply to
members of the board of directors of RFE/
RL, Inc., Radio Free Asia, the Middle East
Broadcasting Networks, or any organization
that consolidates such entities when such
members are acting in their official capac-
ities.”’; and

(2) in section 305 (22 U.S.C. 6204)—

(A) in subsection (a)—

(i) by striking ‘“Board’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Chief Executive Offi-
cer’’;

(ii) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘direct
and” before ‘‘supervise’’;

(iii) in paragraph (5)—

(I) by inserting ‘‘and cooperative agree-
ments’’ after ‘‘grants’’; and

(IT) by striking ‘‘sections 308 and 309’ and
inserting ‘‘this Act, and on behalf of other
agencies, accordingly’’;

(iv) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘subject
to the limitations in sections 308 and 309
and’’;

SEC.
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(v) in paragraph (11), by inserting ‘‘not”
before ‘‘subject’’;

(vi) in paragraph (15)(A), by striking—

(I) “temporary and intermittent’’; and

(IT) ““‘to the same extent as is authorized by
section 3109 of title 5, United States Code,”’;
and

(vii) by adding at the end the following
new paragraphs:

‘(20) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, including section 308(a), to condition,
if appropriate, any grant or cooperative
agreement to RFE/RL, Inc., Radio Free Asia,
and the Middle East Broadcasting Networks
on authority to determine membership of
their respective boards, and the consolida-
tion of such entities into a single grantee or-
ganization.

“(21) To redirect funds within the scope of
any grant or cooperative agreement, or be-
tween grantees, as necessary, and to condi-
tion grants or cooperative agreements, if ap-
propriate, on similar amendments as author-
ized under section 308(a) to meet the pur-
poses of this Act.

“(22) To change the name of the Board pur-
suant to congressional notification 60 days
prior to any such change.”;

(B) by striking subsections (b) and (c); and

(C) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (b).
SEC. 12zz. UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL
BROADCASTING ACT OF 1994.

The United States International Broad-
casting Act of 1994 (22 U.S.C. 6201 et seq.;
Public Law 103-236) is amended—

(1) in section 306 (22 U.S.C. 6205)—

(A) in subsection (a)—

(i) by striking the heading; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘Board’” each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘“‘Agency’’; and

(B) by striking subsection (b);

(2) by striking section 307 (22 U.S.C. 6206);
and

(3) by inserting after section 309 the fol-
lowing new sections:

“SEC. 310. BROADCAST ENTITIES REPORTING TO
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER.

‘(a) GRANTEE ORGANIZATIONS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the fol-
lowing provisions shall apply:

(1) CONSOLIDATION.—The Chief Executive
Officer, subject to the regular notification
procedures of the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the Committee on Foreign Affairs
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Appropriations and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate,
who is authorized to incorporate a grantee,
may condition annual grants to RFE/RL,
Inc., Radio Free Asia, and the Middle East
Broadcasting Networks on the consolidation
of such grantees into a single, consolidated
private, non-profit corporation (in accord-
ance with section 501(c)(3) of the Internal
Revenue Code and exempt from tax under
section 501(a) of such Code), which may
broadcast and provide news and information
to audiences wherever the Agency may
broadcast, for activities that the Chief Exec-
utive Officer determines are consistent with
the purposes of this Act, including the terms
and conditions of subsections (g)(5), (h), (i),
and (j) of section 308, except that the Agency
may select any name for such a consolidated
grantee.

‘“(2) FEDERAL STATUS.—Nothing in this or
any other Act, or any action taken pursuant
to this or any other Act, may be construed
to make such a consolidated grantee de-
scribed in paragraph (1) or RFE/RL, Inc.,
Radio Free Asia, or the Middle East Broad-
casting Networks or any other grantee or en-
tity provided funding by the Agency a Fed-
eral agency or instrumentality. Employees
or staff of such grantees or entities shall not
be considered Federal employees. For pur-
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poses of this subsection and this Act, the
term ‘grant’ includes agreements under sec-
tion 6305 of title 31, United States Code, and
the term ‘grantee’ includes recipients of such
agreements.

‘(3) LEADERSHIP OF GRANTEE ORGANIZA-
TIONS.—Officers of RFE/RL Inc., Radio Free
Asia, and the Middle East Broadcasting Net-
works or any organization that is estab-
lished through the consolidation of such en-
tities, or authorized under this Act, shall
serve at the pleasure of the Chief Executive
Officer of the Agency.

‘“(b) VOICE OF AMERICA.—

‘(1) STATUS AS A FEDERAL ENTITY.—The
Chief Executive Officer is authorized to es-
tablish an independent grantee organization,
as a private nonprofit organization, to carry
out all broadcasting and related programs
currently performed by the Voice of Amer-
ica. The Chief Executive Officer may make
and supervise grants or cooperative agree-
ments to such grantee, including under
terms and conditions and in any manner au-
thorized under section 305(a). Such grantee
shall not be considered a Federal agency or
instrumentality and shall adhere to the
same standards of professionalism and ac-
countability required of all Board broad-
casters and grantees. The Board is author-
ized to transfer any facilities or equipment
to such grantee, and to utilize the provisions
of subchapter VI of chapter 33 of title 5,
United States Code.

‘‘(2) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that the Voice of America, op-
erating as a nonprofit organization, should
have the mission to—

‘“(A) serve as a consistently reliable and
authoritative source of news on the United
States, its policies, its people, and the inter-
national developments that affect the United
States;

‘(B) provide accurate, objective, and com-
prehensive information, with the under-
standing that these three values provide
credibility among global news audiences;

‘“(C) present the official policies of the
United States, and related discussions and
opinions about those policies, clearly and ef-
fectively; and

‘(D) represent the whole of the United
States, and shall accordingly work to
produce programming and content that pre-
sents a balanced and comprehensive projec-
tion of the diversity of thought and institu-
tions of the United States.

“SEC. 311. INSPECTOR GENERAL AUTHORITIES.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Inspector General of
the Department of State and the Foreign
Service shall exercise the same authorities
with respect to the Broadcasting Board of
Governors and the International Broad-
casting Bureau as the Inspector General ex-
ercises under the Inspector General Act of
1978 and section 209 of the Foreign Service
Act of 1980 with respect to the Department of
State.

“(b) RESPECT FOR JOURNALISTIC INTEGRITY
OF BROADCASTERS.—The Inspector General
shall respect the journalistic integrity of all
the broadcasters covered by this title and
may not evaluate the philosophical or polit-
ical perspectives reflected in the content of
broadcasts.”.

AMENDMENT NO. 36 OFFERED BY MRS. COMSTOCK
OF VIRGINIA

At the end of subtitle E of title V (page 153,
after line 9), add the following new section:
SEC. 568. REPORT AND GUIDANCE REGARDING

JOB TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT
SKILLS TRAINING, APPRENTICE-
SHIPS, AND INTERNSHIPS AND
SKILLBRIDGE INITIATIVES FOR
MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES
WHO ARE BEING SEPARATED.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 90
days after the date of the enactment of this
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Act, the Under Secretary of Defense for Per-
sonnel and Readiness shall submit to the
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate
and the House of Representatives, and make
available to the public, a report evaluating
the success of the Job Training, Employment
Skills Training, Apprenticeships, and Intern-
ships (known as JTEST-AI) and SkillBridge
initiatives, under which civilian businesses
and companies make available to members
of the Armed Forces who are being separated
from the Armed Forces training or intern-
ship opportunities that offer a high prob-
ability of employment for the members after
their separation.

(b) ELEMENTS OF REPORT.—In preparing the
report required by subsection (a), the Under
Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Read-
iness shall use the effectiveness metrics de-
scribed in Enclosure 5 of Department of De-
fense Instruction No. 1322.29. The report shall
include, at a minimum, the following:

(1) An assessment of the successes of the
JTEST-AI and SkillBridge initiatives.

(2) Recommendations by the Under Sec-
retary regarding ways in which the adminis-
tration of the JTEST-AI and SkillBridge ini-
tiatives could be improved.

(3) Recommendations by civilian compa-
nies participating in the initiatives regard-
ing ways in which the administration of the
JTEST-AI and SkillBridge initiatives could
be improved.

(4) Testimony from a sample of members of
the Armed Forces who are participating in a
JTEST-AI or SkillBridge initiative regard-
ing the effectiveness of the initiatives and
the members’ support for the initiatives.

(5) Testimony from a sample of recently
separated members of the Armed Forces who
participated in a JTEST-AI or SkillBridge
initiative regarding the effectiveness of the
initiatives and the members’ support for the
initiatives.

(c) ISSUANCE OF GUIDANCE.—Not later than
180 days after the submission of the report
required by subsection (a), the Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Personnel and Readi-
ness shall issue guidance to commanders of
units of the Armed Forces for the purpose of
encouraging commanders, consistent with
unit readiness, to allow members of the
Armed Forces under their command who are
being separated from the Armed Forces to
participate in a JTEST-AI or SkillBridge
initiative.

AMENDMENT NO. 37 OFFERED BY MR.
FARENTHOLD OF TEXAS

At the end of subtitle E of title V, add the
following new section:

SEC. 5 . CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION IN
ADVANCE OF APPOINTMENTS TO
SERVICE ACADEMIES.

(a) UNITED STATES MILITARY ACADEMY.—
Section 4342(a) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended in the matter after para-
graph (10) by adding at the end the following
new sentence: ‘“When a nominee of a Sen-
ator, Representative, or Delegate is selected
for appointment as a cadet, the Senator,
Representative, or Delegate shall be notified
at least 48 hours before the official notifica-
tion or announcement of the appointment is
made.”.

(b) UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY.—Sec-
tion 6954(a) of title 10, United States Code, is
amended in the matter after paragraph (10)
by adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: “When a nominee of a Senator, Rep-
resentative, or Delegate is selected for ap-
pointment as a midshipman, the Senator,
Representative, or Delegate shall be notified
at least 48 hours before the official notifica-
tion or announcement of the appointment is
made.”.

(¢) UNITED STATES AIR FORCE ACADEMY.—
Section 9342(a) of title 10, United States
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Code, is amended in the matter after para-
graph (10) by adding at the end the following
new sentence: ‘“‘When a nominee of a Sen-
ator, Representative, or Delegate is selected
for appointment as a cadet, the Senator,
Representative, or Delegate shall be notified
at least 48 hours before the official notifica-
tion or announcement of the appointment is
made.”.

(d) UNITED STATES MERCHANT MARINE
ACADEMY.—Section 51302 of title 46, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘“(e) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION IN AD-
VANCE OF APPOINTMENTS.—When a nominee
of a Senator, Representative, or Delegate is
selected for appointment as a cadet, the Sen-
ator, Representative, or Delegate shall be
notified at least 48 hours before the official
notification or announcement of the appoint-
ment is made’’.

(e) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The
amendments made by this section shall
apply with respect to the appointment of ca-
dets and midshipmen to the United States
Military Academy, the United States Naval
Academy, the United States Air Force Acad-
emy, and United States Merchant Marine
Academy for classes entering these service
academies after January 1, 2018.

AMENDMENT NO. 39 OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER OF
CALIFORNIA

Page 173, after line 2, insert the following:
SEC. 599A. SERVICEMEMBERS’ GROUP LIFE IN-
SURANCE.
Section 1967(f)(4) of title 38, United States
Code, is amended by striking the second sen-
tence.

AMENDMENT NO. 48 OFFERED BY MS. MENG OF
NEW YORK

Page 173, after line 2, insert the following:
SEC. 599A. EXTENSION OF SUICIDE PREVENTION
AND RESILIENCE PROGRAM.
Section 10219(g) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘October 1,
2017 and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2018.
AMENDMENT NO. 49 OFFERED BY MS. MAXINE
WATERS OF CALIFORNIA

At the end of subtitle D of title VIII (page
326, after line 4), insert the following new
section:

SEC. 843. STUDY AND REPORT ON CONTRACTS
AWARDED TO MINORITY-OWNED
AND WOMEN-OWNED BUSINESSES.

(a) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of
the United States shall carry out a study on
the number and types of contracts for the
procurement of goods or services for the De-
partment of Defense awarded to minority-
owned and women-owned businesses during
fiscal years 2010 through 2015. In conducting
the study, the Comptroller General shall
identify minority-owned businesses accord-
ing to the categories identified in the Fed-
eral procurement data system (described in
section 1122(a)(4)(A) of title 41, United States
Code).

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Comptroller General shall submit to the con-
gressional defense committees a report on
the results of the study under subsection (a).

AMENDMENT NO. 52 OFFERED BY MR. SANFORD

OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In section 1047(c)(1), strike ‘‘and approv-
als” and insert ‘‘, approvals, and the total
costs of all flyover missions, including the
costs of fuel, maintenance, and manpower,”’.

AMENDMENT NO. 53 OFFERED BY MR. WALZ OF

MINNESOTA

Page 394, after line 5, insert the following
new subsection:

(e) STATE DEFINED.—In this section, the
term ‘‘State’ includes the District of Colum-
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
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Guam, the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands, and any territory or posses-
sion of the United States.
AMENDMENT NO. 59 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS OF
COLORADO
Page 423, after line 3, insert the following:

SEC. 1070. REPORT ON CARRIER AIR WING FORCE
STRUCTURE.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Defense shall submit to Congress a report on
the impact of changes to existing carrier air
wing force structure and the impact a poten-
tial reduction to 9 carrier air wings would
have on overall fleet readiness if aircraft and
personnel were to be distributed throughout
the remaining 9 air wings.

AMENDMENT NO. 63 OFFERED BY MR. COURTNEY
OF CONNECTICUT

Page 462, after line 13, insert the following
new section (and conform the table of con-
tents accordingly):

SEC. 1098. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Maritime
Occupational Safety and Health Advisory
Committee Act”.

SEC. 2. MARITIME OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND
HEALTH ADVISORY COMMITTEE.

Section 7 of the Occupational Safety and
Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 656) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘(d) There is established a Maritime Occu-
pational Safety and Health Advisory Com-
mittee, which shall be a continuing body and
shall provide advice to the Secretary in for-
mulating maritime industry standards and
regarding matters pertaining to the adminis-
tration of this Act related to the maritime
industry. The composition of this advisory
committee shall be consistent with the advi-
sory committees established under sub-
section (b), provided that a member of this
committee who is otherwise qualified may
continue to serve until a successor is ap-
pointed. The Secretary may promulgate or
amend regulations as necessary to imple-
ment this subsection.”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY) and the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MOULTON) each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak
first about an amendment to be consid-
ered in a later en bloc regarding Spe-
cial Immigrant Visas. I want to call at-
tention to the urgent need to continue
the Special Immigrant Visa program
for Afghans who worked for U.S. forces.

This bipartisan amendment, backed
by several veterans on the committee,
would remove the unfortunate nar-
rowing of eligibility requirements in-
cluded in the mark, which would pre-
vent hundreds of Afghans whose lives
are at risk because of their work for
our country from even being considered
for resettlement in the United States.

The narrowing of eligibility inten-
tionally excludes hundreds of Afghans
who worked for the State Department,
USAID, and U.S. security contractors
in a number of capacities, many of
whom face well-documented death
threats due to their work with our gov-
ernment, regardless of whether that
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was with frontline troops or on an
American base.

By narrowing eligibility, the pro-
gram would erode the expectations of
hundreds of Afghan staff whose lives
remain in danger because of their work
for the U.S. mission and also make it
more difficult to hire and retain quali-
fied Afghan staff in the future who are
essential to achieving our diplomatic
and assistance goals.

For that risk and sacrifice, the very
least we can do is offer them a chance
to stay live, to keep living, rather than
abandoning them to the same enemies
they united with us to destroy.

One of the things I was most proud of
as a Marine infantry officer was that
we never let our enemies make us com-
promise our values. One of those values
is a solemn commitment to our allies
and to our brothers in arms.

I urge your support on the floor in
following through on our commitment
to our Afghan partners.

I also want to comment on the fact
that the chairman of the committee
and I worked to resolve some dif-
ferences that we had on understanding
the concerns of our diplomatic mission
in Afghanistan. I appreciate very much
his work with me on that to support
our troops and mission overseas.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. I yield myself 1
minute.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the com-
ments of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, and he is exactly right. He
and other Members are very concerned
about this issue. He has talked to me
about it a number of times.

I have been concerned that there was
abuse of this system. That was gath-
ered from visits I have made to Afghan-
istan, including last year.

But I very much appreciate the
points that the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has made. I think he and oth-
ers who have worked on this issue have
come up with a good amendment. I sup-
port it.

All of us agree that if someone has
risked their lives or would be in danger
for supporting the United States and
our folks in Afghanistan, then that
person needs protection. None of us
want to see the program abused.

But I am convinced that the changes
that the gentleman has been instru-
mental in working out are helpful. I
support it. And I thank him for his ef-
forts on doing this.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chairman, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. YOUNG).

0 1730

Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. Mr. Chair, I will
be brief.

According to the Federal Trade Com-
mission, our men and women who are
defending our Nation and their families
are twice as likely to fall victim to
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identity theft and fraud. Because they
protect us, we need to do more to pro-
tect them and their families from
scammers who take advantage of their
service. My amendment No. 177 simply
requires the Department of Defense to
report to Congress on its efforts to pro-
tect their information.

I thank the chairman for working
with me on this amendment, and I look
forward to working the committee to
better protect those who sacrifice so
much to defend our Nation. I also
thank my co-chair of the Bipartisan
Congressional Task Force to Combat
Identity Theft and Fraud, the gentle-
woman from Arizona (Ms. SINEMA), for
her great work. She has been a great
partner in helping to protect taxpayers
and now our servicemembers from hav-
ing their identities stolen.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Ari-
zona (Ms. SINEMA).

Ms. SINEMA. I thank Chairman
THORNBERRY and Mr. MOULTON for sup-
porting the Young-Sinema amendment.
I thank Congressman YOUNG for work-
ing with me and others in offering this
bipartisan amendment to protect mem-
bers of the Armed Forces and their
families from identity theft.

My home State of Arizona is one of
the top 10 States that is affected by
identity theft. Military families are
among those most targeted and most
at risk for these crimes. Our amend-
ment improves the Department of De-
fense’s efforts to protect military fami-
lies’ financial information from iden-
tity theft. I am committed to working
with my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to combat identity theft and fi-
nancial fraud.

Again, I thank my friend, Congress-
man YOUNG, for working with me on
this important, commonsense amend-
ment.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Among the amendments in this en
bloc package is one that I have au-
thored to establish a global engage-
ment center. I thank my cosponsors of
this amendment, Mr. WILSON and Mr.
LANGEVIN, the chair and ranking mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Emerging
Threats & Capabilities. I also thank
Chairman ROYCE, who has worked with
us. Included in this amendment are re-
forms of the Broadcasting Board of
Governors that he and his ranking
member have worked on for some time.

Mr. Chair, it has been a source of
great frustration for me that our gov-
ernment has seemed to be so inept in
the battle of ideas against the terror-
ists.

I first introduced a bill on this topic
in 2005. Today there is a lot of talk not
only of the so-called physical caliphate
that ISIS claims, but of the virtual ca-
liphate. Unless and until we can be
more effective at engaging in the bat-
tle of ideas, we will not succeed in de-
feating terrorism.

It is not just the terrorists we have
to worry about. We have seen the Rus-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

sians lie and use deception for military
gain. We have seen similar sorts of tac-
tics by the Chinese in their building
these islands out in the South China
Sea and elsewhere around the world.

This amendment requires the Sec-
retary of State, the Secretary of De-
fense, and others—the executive
branch—to get their act together, co-
ordinate, and more effectively engage
in the battle of ideas. I hope it helps.
As I say, this is a crucial battlefield,
and our country needs to do better in
this field.

Mr. Chair, as I have no further speak-
ers at this point, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chair, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. MAXINE WATERS).

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
I am appreciative to the gentleman
from Massachusetts for allowing me to
speak on my amendment.

Mr. Chair and Members, a lack of op-
portunity for Federal contracting is
one of the main factors of the widening
racial wealth gap. As the Nation’s larg-
est employer, the Federal Government
has a critical responsibility to focus on
increasing minority and female inclu-
sion in the job market; yet, only a frac-
tion of Federal contracts goes to
minority- or female-owned businesses.
This is partly why the wealth gap and
extreme disparities in racial incomes
continue.

Amendment No. 49 ensures that we
meet important contracting goals by
analyzing a 5-year study by the GAO on
how the DOD contracts with minority-
and female-owned businesses. While
there are many ways the government
can address the issue of more equitable
contracting, one important and more
immediate impact, I believe, the Fed-
eral Government can have is by pro-
viding more opportunities for minor-
ity-owned businesses.

The DOD spends roughly $285 billion
a year on contracting, more than all
Federal agencies combined. With such
large purchasing power, it is impera-
tive that these funds are used not only
to provide the best services for the De-
partment of Defense, but also to dis-
tribute fairly and wisely in all commu-
nities.

The study proposed is the first step
toward identifying where those oppor-
tunities lie for great inclusion. This
amendment further emphasizes and un-
derscores the importance of minorities
in both our local and national commu-
nities.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chair, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Let me thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts for
yielding and also for his service to the
Nation. I thank the ranking member of
the full committee, Mr. SMITH; the
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chairman of the full committee, Mr.
THORNBERRY; and the Rules Committee
for accepting this amendment. Let me
thank the gentlemen doubly and triply
for being kind enough to accept this
amendment on a regular basis, and I
am going to persist because I believe it
is important.

Mr. Chair, let me make a big pro-
nouncement or announcement or
breaking news: there are women in the
United States military. I want to say
that again. There are women in the
United States military.

My amendment deals with triple neg-
ative breast cancer. It calls for the in-
creased collaboration between the DOD
and the National Institutes of Health
to combat triple negative breast can-
cer. This amendment directs the De-
partment of Defense to identify spe-
cific genetic and molecular targets and
biomarkers for TNBC. ‘‘Triple negative
breast cancer” is a term used to de-
scribe breast cancer. Its cells do not
have estrogen receptors and progester-
one receptors and does not have an ex-
cess of HER2 protein on its cell mem-
brane of tumor cells.

I am not in the military. I have had
many family members in the military,
but I would venture to say this is a
case in which you have battalions, and
you are on the field, and you have a
difficult enemy who Kkeeps moving
away from your sight and your target.
Though you have used overlapping
forces, you can’t seem to pinpoint the
enemy. Ultimately you are victorious,
but that is because you collaborate and
you work together. This makes com-
monly used tests and methods to de-
tect breast cancer not as effective,
meaning the ordinary style of fighting
does not work for triple negative
breast cancer.

Seventy percent of women with
metastatic triple negative breast can-
cer do not live more than 5 years after
being diagnosed. It is important to
note that TNBC affects women under 50
years of age, and it makes up more
than 30 percent of all breast cancer di-
agnoses, specifically in African Amer-
ican women.

The collaboration between the De-
partment of Defense and the NIH to
combat triple negative breast cancer
can support the development of mul-
tiple targeted therapies for this dev-
astating disease and can help women in
the United States military, those who
are serving our country. Triple nega-
tive breast cancer is a specific strain of
breast cancer for which no targeted
treatment is available.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. MOULTON. I yield the gentle-
woman an additional 30 seconds.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I thank the gen-
tleman so very much.

Mr. Chair, it is a disease, however,
that can be conquered. Triple negative
breast cancer, TNBC, accounts for be-
tween 13 percent and 25 percent of all
breast cancers in the United States. It
is of a higher grade, and it onsets at a
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young age. That means these women
are in the United States military.

Finally, because it continues, there
is a need for research funding for bio-
marker selection, drug discovery, and
clinical trials that will lead to the
early detection of TNBC and to the de-
velopment of multiple targeted thera-
pies to treat this awful disease. My
amendment would provide for that.

In coming from Houston, Texas, with
MD Anderson Cancer Center, I can tell
you that they are looking at major re-
search that can be very helpful be-
tween the NIH and the Department of
Defense. I hope my amendment will
stay in this particular bill, and I hope
it will go to the Senate and will be
signed by the President.

Mr. Chair, | thank Chairman THORNBERRY,
Ranking Member ADAM SMITH and the Rules
Committee for making in order and including
Jackson Lee Amendment and including it in
En Bloc Amendment Number 2 to the “Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2017.”

This is the first of 3 Jackson Lee amend-
ments made in order by the House Rules
Committee.

Jackson Lee Amendment Number 45, calls
for increased collaboration between the DoD
and the National Institutes of Health (NIH) to
combat Triple Negative Breast Cancer.

Jackson Lee Amendment Number 45 directs
the DoD and NIH to collaborate to combat Tri-
ple Negative Breast Cancer.

This amendment directs the Department of
Defense to identify specific genetic and molec-
ular targets and biomarkers for TNBC.

“Triple Negative Breast Cancer” is a term
used to describe breast cancers whose cells
do not have estrogen receptors and progester-
one receptors, and do not have an excess of
the “HER2” protein on their cell membrane of
tumor cells.

This makes commonly used tests and meth-
ods to detect breast cancer not as effective.

This is a serious illness that affects between
10-17% of female breast cancer patients and
this condition is more likely to cause death
than the most common form of breast cancer.

Seventy percent of women with metastatic
triple negative breast cancer do not live more
than five years after being diagnosed.

Jackson Lee Amendment Number 45 will
help to save lives.

TNBC disproportionately impacts younger
women, African American women, Hispanic/
Latina women, and women with a “BRCA1 ge-
netic mutation, which is prevalent in Jewish
women.

TNBC usually affects women under 50
years of age and makes up more than 30% of
all breast cancer diagnoses in African Ameri-
cans. Black women are far more susceptible
to this dangerous subtype than white or His-
panic women.

The collaboration between the Department
of Defense and NIH to combat Triple Negative
Breast Cancer can support the development of
multiple targeted therapies for this devastating
disease.

Triple negative breast cancer is a specific
strain of breast cancer for which no targeted
treatment is available.

The American Cancer Society calls this par-
ticular strain of breast cancer “an aggressive
subtype associated with lower survival rates.”
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Triple negative breast cancer is a term used
to describe breast cancers whose cells do not
have estrogen receptors and progesterone re-
ceptors, and do not have an excess of the
HER2 protein on their cell membrane of tumor
cells

In 2011, the Centers for Disease Control
predicted that that year 26,840 black women
would be diagnosed with TNBC.

The overall incidence rate of breast cancer
is 10% lower in African American women than
white women.

African American women have a five year
survival rate of 78% after diagnosis as com-
pared to 90% for white women.

The incidence rate of breast cancer among
women under 45 is higher for African Amer-
ican women compared to white women.

Triple Negative Breast Cancer cells: TNBC
accounts for between 13% and 25% of all
breast cancer in the United States; usually of
a higher grade and size; onset at a younger
age; are more aggressive; are more likely to
metastasize.

Currently, 70% of women with metastatic tri-
ple negative breast cancer do not live more
than five years after being diagnosed.

African American women are 3 times more
likely to develop triple-negative breast cancer
than White women.

African-American women have prevalence
TNBC of 26% versus 16% in non-African-
American women.

African-American women are more likely to
be diagnosed with larger tumors and more ad-
vanced stages of breast cancer.

Currently there is no targeted treatment for
TNBC.

Breast cancers with specific, targeted treat-
ment methods, such as hormone and gene
based strains, have higher survival rates than
the triple negative subtype, highlighting the
need for a targeted treatment.

Because there continues to be a need for
research funding for biomarker selection, drug
discovery, and clinical trial designs that will
lead to the early detection of TNBC and to the
development of multiple targeted therapies to
treat this awful disease Jackson Lee Amend-
ment Number 45 included in En Bloc 2 is es-
sential to paving a way for advancements in
these areas.

| thank Chairman THORNBERRY and Ranking
Member SMITH for including these amend-
ments in the En Bloc Amendment Number 2,
and | urge all Members to join me in voting for
its adoption.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. LIPINSKI).

Mr. LIPINSKI.
tleman for yielding.

I rise in support of an amendment I
offered along with Mrs. COMSTOCK.

It seeks to expand the SkillBridge
job training program by directing unit
commanders to encourage participa-
tion by departing servicemembers. It
also directs the DOD to form a com-
prehensive study so that they can
evaluate and improve the program as
needed. The SkillBridge initiative
helps returning veterans by providing
them with job training and apprentice-
ship programs in areas that span every
sector of the workforce.

I thank the gen-
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This program has already trained
around 4,500 servicemembers, and the
18 SkillBridge programs claim to have
an employment success rate of 100 per-
cent. Encouraging participation will
help more of our veterans find employ-
ment when they reenter civilian life,
which is something we need to do all
we can to promote.

I thank Chairman THORNBERRY and
Ranking Member SMITH for supporting
this amendment in this bloc. I urge my
colleagues to support the bloc.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chair, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

I would like to discuss an amendment
to come up in a future en bloc package.

I joined a vast array of foreign policy
experts and retired generals—and even
Israel’s own nuclear commission—in
supporting the nuclear deal with Iran
because, although it was an imperfect
deal, nobody could articulate a better
pathway to a better deal to prevent
Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon.
The nuclear deal, however, is only
that—a nuclear deal. As when Presi-
dent Reagan was negotiating nuclear
deals with the Soviets, we make these
agreements with our enemies, not with
our friends, and we must not forget
that Iran remains opposed to us in a
vast array of other ways. As with the
Soviets, enforcement of the deal re-
quires continued vigilance.

My amendment would require the
President to notify Congress whenever
Iran conducts a ballistic missile launch
and inform Congress as to the actions
the President will take in response, in-
cluding diplomatic efforts to pursue
additional sanctions and the passage of
a United Nations Security Council res-
olution.

While we have been successful in de-
terring Iran from building a nuclear
weapon with the Joint Comprehensive
Plan of Action, we must continue to
apply pressure to deter further actions
that destabilize this fragile region and
threaten our allies.

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, I urge
the adoption of the en bloc package.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. CARTER of
Georgia). The question is on the
amendments en bloc offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN-
BERRY).

The en bloc amendments were agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. ZINKE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 10 printed
in House Report 114-571.

Mr. ZINKE. Mr. Chair, I offer amend-
ment No. 10 as the designee of Mrs.
LuMMIs from the great State of Wyo-
ming.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle D of title XVI, add
the following new section:
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SEC. 16 . MATTERS RELATED TO INTERCONTI-

NENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILES.

(a) PoLicy.—It is the policy of the United
States to maintain and modernize a respon-
sive and alert intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile force to ensure robust nuclear deterrence
by preventing any adversary from believing
it can carry out a small, surprise, first-strike
attack on the United States that disarms the
strategic forces of the United States.

(b) PROHIBITION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by
paragraph (2), none of the funds authorized
to be appropriated by this Act or otherwise
made available for fiscal year 2017 shall be
obligated or expended for—

(A) reducing, or preparing to reduce, the
responsiveness or alert level of the inter-
continental ballistic missiles of the United
States; or

(B) reducing, or preparing to reduce, the
quantity of deployed intercontinental bal-
listic missiles of the United States to a num-
ber less than 400.

(2) EXCEPTION.—The prohibition in para-
graph (1) shall not apply to any of the fol-
lowing activities:

(A) The maintenance or sustainment of
intercontinental ballistic missiles.

(B) Ensuring the safety, security, or reli-
ability of intercontinental ballistic missiles.

(C) Reduction in the number of deployed
intercontinental ballistic missiles that are
carried out in compliance with—

(i) the limitations of the New START Trea-
ty (as defined in section 494(a)(2)(D) of title
10, United States Code); and

(ii) section 1644 of the Carl Levin an How-
ard P. ““‘Buck” McKeon National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2015 (Public
Law 113-291; 128 Stat. 3651; 10 U.S.C. 49%4
note).

(¢) REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of the Air Force and the Chair-
man of the Nuclear Weapons Council shall
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees a report regarding efforts to carry out
section 1057 of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2014 (Public Law
113-66; 10 U.S.C. 495 note).

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report under paragraph
(1) shall include the following with respect to
the period of the expected lifespan of the
Minuteman III system:

(A) The number of nuclear warheads re-
quired to support the capability to redeploy
multiple independently retargetable reentry
vehicles across the full intercontinental bal-
listic missile fleet.

(B) The current and planned (until 2030)
readiness state of nuclear warheads intended
to support the capability to redeploy mul-
tiple independently retargetable reentry ve-
hicles across the full intercontinental bal-
listic missile fleet, including which portion
of the active or inactive stockpile such war-
heads are classified within.

(C) The current and planned (until 2030) re-
serve of components or subsystems required
to redeploy multiple independently retarget-
able reentry vehicles across the full inter-
continental ballistic missile fleet, including
the plans or industrial capability and capac-
ity to produce more such components or sub-
systems, if needed.

(D) The current and planned (until 2030)
time required to commence redeployment of
multiple independently retargetable reentry
vehicles across the intercontinental ballistic
missile fleet, including the time required to
finish deployment across the full fleet.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Montana (Mr. ZINKE) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Montana.

Mr. ZINKE. Mr. Chair, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

I rise in support of this amendment
to highlight the importance of main-
taining our nuclear deterrence. This
amendment will ensure that our land-
based nuclear ICBMs are ready at a
moment’s notice and are not placed on
a reduced-alert status.

President Reagan had it right. He
championed the mnotion of peace
through strength. Those wise words
still apply today, even greater. The
harsh reality is that we live in an in-
creasingly unstable international envi-
ronment. Nuclear deterrence provided
by the triad has been the backbone of
our national security posture for over
half a century. Just last fall, the Sec-
retary of Defense stated: ‘“The nuclear
deterrent is a must-have . . . It is the
foundation. It’s the bedrock and it
needs to remain healthy . . . ”

Montana is a proud defender of our
triad, and our troops are always ready.
Our ICBMs should be, too.

As more nation-states, including
Iran, begin to defy international laws
and pursue nuclear and ballistic mis-
siles, it is critical that we do not scale
back our nuclear deterrence.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this amendment.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I
claim time in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Rhode Island is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr.
yield myself 3 minutes.

Having previously served as the
chairman of the Strategic Forces Sub-
committee for several years, I am inti-
mately familiar with our interconti-
nental ballistic missile forces and the
important role ICBM deterrence plays
when it comes to our national defense.
While I understand the intent of this
amendment, it is fundamentally unnec-
essary, dramatically overreaching, and
lacks meaningful policy reform.

The budget request for FY 2017 con-
tains no funding for reducing the alert
level or reducing the number of de-
ployed ICBMs below 400, and there are
no plans to do so in the future. Fur-
thermore, the statement of policy with
regard to ICBMs, which is legally bind-
ing, significantly overreaches. It states
that modernization of the ICBMs and
retaining an alert ICBM force is nec-
essary to ensure robust nuclear deter-
rence by preventing any adversary
from believing it can carry out a small,
surprise, first-strike attack which dis-
arms the strategic forces of the United
States.

However, this disregards the crucial
and fundamental role of submarines
that provide assured, survivable sec-
ond-strike capability, which would dis-
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suade an adversary from even thinking
they could launch a disarming attack
against the United States.

If we include any legislation on
ICBMs, Mr. Chairman, it should be that
we increase accountability and ensure
that we are improving the morale and
culture inside the Air Force with re-
gard to nuclear weapons. Some of the
serious and embarrassing problems
that have plagued the ICBM missileers
and security forces in recent years un-
fortunately continues, such as the Air
Force base in Wyoming where 14 en-
listed airmen in the security forces
were being investigated for drug use
just several weeks ago. I see nothing in
this amendment that addresses that
problem, nor do I see anything in the
bill that addresses that issue.

If we are going to talk about keeping
ICBMs, it should be in a meaningful
way, instead of yet another annual
amendment driven by what seems like
parochial interests in highlighting
their role, particularly at the exclusion
of other legs of the nuclear triad.

While the committee tried to work
with Ms. Lummis, Mr. Chairman, to
avail the amendment of some of these
concerns, bipartisan negotiations was
seemingly rejected.

So, Mr. Chairman, I hope that we are
able to make some of these adjust-
ments as we conference with the Sen-
ate, but I urge my colleagues to oppose
this amendment as offered.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ZINKE. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from the
great State of North Dakota (Mr.
CRAMER).

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, reduc-
ing our ICBM alertness is reducing our
readiness, and the whole point of the
Defense Authorization Act is to ensure
our military readiness.

The ICBMs have been a very effective
deterrent to enemy aggression for dec-
ades. This amendment is simply a de-
terrent to those who would try to re-
duce our readiness by reducing our
alertness and reducing the number of
ICBMs. This would be a dangerous step,
contrary to the longstanding policies
of our defense and certainly a bad pos-
ture.

Mr. ZINKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from the
great State of Alabama (Mr. ROGERS).

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, as chairman of the Strategic
Forces Subcommittee, I understand
that the responsiveness and distributed
nature of our ICBMs are their most
critical feature and their unique con-
tribution to our nuclear triad.

Without ICBMs, an adversary would
only need to strike less than 10 targets
to disarm our nuclear forces. With
ICBMs, an adversary needs to strike
hundreds of hardened targets deep in
the American homeland. That is a
much more difficult proposition and is
at the very heart of deterrence.

This is not a parochial issue or a po-
litical issue. This is a profound na-
tional security issue. De-alerting our
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ICBMs or unilaterally cutting their
numbers is a terrible idea.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes”
on this amendment.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chairman, as I
previously stated—and with all due re-
spect to my colleague—this bill con-
tains no funding for reducing the alert
level or reducing the number of de-
ployed ICBMs below 400, and there are
no plans to do so in the future.

Mr. Chair, I yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman,
how much time remains?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Rhode Island has 2 minutes re-
m

ining.
Mr. BgLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s courtesy and
his leadership on this, and I think he
laid it out very clearly.

This is an imaginary problem, but it
is an area that actually needs to have
some attention to it. He referenced re-
cent problems in terms of potential
drug abuse. You know they found the
cheating earlier because they were in-
vestigating drug abuse when they
found out that there was cheating on
the readiness test.

I would advise my colleagues to read
Eric Schlosser’s ‘‘Command and Con-
trol,” a fascinating study about the
history of American nuclear weapons
and problems that we have had, mis-

takes that were made, and near misses.
There are serious issues that we need

to be thinking in terms of the readi-
ness and how it goes forward. We need
to think clearly about what we do in
the future, what is the right level of
deterrence, and how are we going to

adequately analyze it.

454 land-based missiles are not nec-
essarily a magic number that we
should be freezing on a permanent
basis. Looking at what happens going
forward with the trillion-dollar com-
mitment with missiles that are sub-
marine based—we have our bombers;
we have land based—and being able to
have a critical appraisal of how much
deterrence is enough and look at prob-
lems, such as security lapses, training
problems, drug problems, this is not a
situation that we should just sort of
happily freeze for the next go-around
and maintain that any adjustment to
this or even evaluating an adjustment
is somehow a threat to national secu-
rity.

The real problems that we face deal-
ing with international terrorism and
the potential of nuclear weapons fall-
ing into rogue hands, those are very
real problems that we need to be doing
more. This vast nuclear triad that we
will spend a trillion dollars on does not
help us with those challenges. Rather
than hollow out the military, we ought
to be looking at potential changes
going forward.

This amendment is ill-advised, un-
necessary, and is the wrong direction
we should be going.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chair, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. ZINKE. Mr. Chair, this amend-
ment is about ensuring that our nu-
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clear deterrence that has protected
this country for over 70 years remains
strong and viable.

Yesterday, this body passed a meas-
ure to keep our nukes safe. It is now
time to ensure they are ready at a mo-
ment’s notice. There is no reason to
have a nuclear force unless they are
ready.

To lower the alert posture of our
land-based ICBMs would result in a 2-
week delay before our ICBMs would be
ready to use. This would cripple our
ability to respond quickly, which is the
entire point of having a nuclear triad.

In the military, we always hope for
the best but plan for the worse. While
I hope we never have to use our nuclear
weapons—and, indeed, I believe every-
one in this body does—to lower their
posture status of land-based ICBMs
would unnecessarily put us at risk.

I encourage all my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Montana (Mr. ZINKE).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. LAMBORN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 11 printed
in House Report 114-571.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike subsections (b) and (c) of section
2856 and insert the following:

(b) RECOGNITION.—Congress recognizes the
National Museum of World War II Aviation
in Colorado Springs, Colorado, as America’s
National World War IT Aviation Museum.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Texas and
committee staff for their willingness to
work with me on this amendment. I
fought long and hard to get this mu-
seum the recognition it deserves, and I
am very pleased that we have a path
forward where we can finally achieve
that.

My amendment simply recognizes
this museum in Colorado Springs as
the National Museum of World War II
Aviation. This amendment does not au-
thorize any funds. The museum is not
seeking Federal funds and does not
have plans to do so in the future.

The National Museum of World War
II Aviation has taken great care to
focus its story line on an aspect of
military history that has not been
fully explored by other national mili-
tary museums. The intent is to aug-
ment the tremendous work that is
being done by those museums, not to
duplicate or replace it.

It is the only museum in the United
States that exists to exclusively pre-
serve and promote an understanding of
the role of aviation in winning World
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War II. It is dedicated to celebrating
the American spirit and to recognizing
the teamwork, patriotism, and courage
of the men and women who fought, as
well as those on the home front who
mobilized and supported the national
aviation effort.

I yield to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. THORNBERRY) for the purpose of
engaging in a colloquy.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. LAM-
BORN) has been a strong advocate for
this museum, and I certainly appre-
ciate him bringing it to the commit-
tee’s attention and to the attention of
the House.

Many Members share the gentle-
man’s commitment to the preservation
of historic aircraft, and I will certainly
work with him on this and related
issues.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, based
on that reassurance and on that pledge
to work together, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIR. The amendment
is withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. SANFORD

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 12 printed
in House Report 114-571.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of title XXXV add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . GAO REPORT ON MARITIME SECURITY

FLEET PROGRAM.

Not later than one year after the date of
the enactment of this Act the Comptroller
General of the United States shall study and
report to the relevant congressional commit-
tees on the following:

(1) The justification for the size of the Mar-
itime Security Fleet established under chap-
ter 531 of title 46, United States Code, given
present national defense operational require-
ments for such fleet, and how the annual per-
vessel payment under that chapter cor-
responds to the costs of operating vessels in
such Fleet.

(2) The difference in costs between the
Maritime Security Fleet program and other
options for achieving the same objectives as
that program, such as—

(A) procurement by the United States of a
national defense sealift fleet;

(B) contracting for United States-flag ves-
sels and foreign-flag vessels on a temporary
basis; and

(C) other potential options.

(3) Instances, examined in detail, in which
use of foreign-flag, foreign-crewed vessels for
national defense sealift purposes has hin-
dered national security or impeded United
States military operations.

(4) Comparison, in detail, of volumes and
types of—

(A) Federal cargo that has been carried on
foreign-flagged vessels; and

(B) Federal cargo that has been carried on
vessels in the Maritime Security Fleet.
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
with a very simple amendment. It
would do nothing more than call for a
GAO report of the maritime security
fleet. I do so because I think that we
would all acknowledge that knowledge
is power, and the ability to look very
closely at what is happening within
that fleet, I think, is important. I
would also say that, as a believer that
defense is a core function of the Fed-
eral Government, we would want to
have transparency in the way that we
expend those funds in pursuit of our
Nation’s defense.

I think that this is important in
light of the fact that overall funding
has risen by about $89 million here over
the last, I guess, funding cycle. You
have seen the per-ship stipend go from
$3.5 million to $6 million.

There has not been a study of what is
happening within that fleet of ships for
more than 12 years, and so, again, this
is not in any way prescriptive in na-
ture as to what should or shouldn’t
happen or the merits or demerits of the
program. It is simply saying might we
not learn a little bit more of what is
happening within that fleet, and that is
it.

I reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time in opposition.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The gentleman from South Carolina
is correctly concerned about the ex-
penditure of money. I would suggest to
him that this study is a waste of the
expenditure of money by the GAO and,
hence, the taxpayers of the United
States.

Studies about the MSP have been
available over many, many years; and
in fact, there is now, in the Office of
Management and Budget, a comprehen-
sive study that was commissioned by
the Assistant Secretary of the Navy.
The gentleman can certainly contact
OMB and get that study and, quite
probably, get all the information he is
going to request in this particular
analysis and, furthermore, not have to
waste taxpayer money in the process.

I would point out to the gentleman a
statement that was made on January
17 of this year concerning the MSP pro-
gram by General Darren McDew, com-
mander of US TRANSCOM. This is the
guy who is responsible for moving men,
women, materiel, and equipment
around the world.

He said: ‘“‘Our overwhelming success
was due in large part to the 10,000 U.S.
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mariners who sped 220 shiploads of de-
cisive U.S. combat power throughout
the buildup known as Operation Desert
Shield. Without those mariners and
vessels, our ability to project decisive
force and demonstrate our national re-
solve would have been a mere fraction
of what was required to ensure the
swift victory the world witnessed. Sim-
ply put, moving an army of decisive
size and power can only be accom-
plished by sea,” and the MSP is the
central part of that.

We don’t need this study. What we
need is strong support for the MSP.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chair, I would
say to my colleague that, again, what
we would all recognize is that OMB is
different than the Government Ac-
countability Office. The OMB is fun-
damentally executive branch in nature.
I think there is a real value to having
a third party independent look at what
is happening with the study. Again, it
is not prescriptive in nature, but hav-
ing that third party look, I think, is
that much more important in all of our
justifications of this program or other
programs like it.

I would also say this, in terms of
“waste of money,” as we know, GAO is
funded through the legislative branch.
This would not involve an additional
expenditure of money. It would be in-
corporated into the expenditures that
currently take place within the legisla-
tive branch and, again, GAO, by exten-
sion. In that regard, I think it would be
a good use of taxpayer money to take
a look that has not been taken in more
than 12 years.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman,
that is the first time I have ever heard
that expenditure by the House of Rep-
resentatives is not taxpayer money,
but I guess some people can claim that.

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. FORBES).

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I thank
the gentleman for offering this amend-
ment. I know how committed he is to
national defense and to fiscal responsi-
bility in the country. However, one of
the things that we haven’t talked
about in this amendment is it asks us
to look at outsourcing this to foreign
countries to be able to do, and I think
today I rise not just as chairman of the
Subcommittee on Seapower and Pro-
jection Forces, but also on behalf of my
good friend Mr. COURTNEY, who is the
ranking member on that subcommittee
and who has given us authority to say
that he is opposed to this as well for
these reasons.

The sealift, if we lose that sealift, we
have 1lost the lifeblood to our
warfighters because that is the vessel,
that is the lifeline that keeps them and
sustains them. The very question for us
is this: If that balloon goes up and the
bell rings, are we going to trust a for-
eign power to hold in their hand that
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very lifeblood for our men and women
and our warfighters?

I want to remind everyone in the
House that in World War II, 1 in 26
merchant mariners were actually
killed. It was a higher rate of loss than
any other service. The rate was so
high, in fact, that the merchant marine
concealed it because they were afraid
they couldn’t find enough mariners if
the true danger of the services were
known.

So our big question here is, even if
we came back with a study that said it
might be cheaper to outsource it,
would anyone in this room dare place
that trust in a foreign country? I think
very clearly we would not.

Mr. Chairman, also these decisions
are probably best made by military
transportation command, sealift com-
mand, and maritime command, and
they have said there is no guarantee
whatsoever that a foreign-flagged fleet
will sail into harm’s way if we need
them. They have said a 60-ship capa-
bility is extremely important, and they
have said that foreign-flagged ships
which might be cheaper cannot be re-
lied on for critical national security
missions.

Mr. Chairman, I hope we will oppose
this amendment, we will reject it.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire how much time I have remain-
ing?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from South Carolina has 3 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
would say this: in essence, we already
have outsourced this. I think the ques-
tion about the maritime security fleet
is that it is currently run by a foreign-
flagged fleet of vessels. If I am not mis-
taken, it is almost exclusively run by
Maersk, which is a foreign-flagged ves-
sel.

The question of this amendment is to
say: Might not there be other ways of
doing it? Maybe this is the best way to
do it. Maybe there are other ways to do
it. But this notion of not being willing
to look, not being willing to have a
third party validate or, if you will,
take a look and say this makes sense
or, no, there is a better way of skin-
ning this cat both for the military and
for the taxpayer, I think again war-
rants, in this case, the study by the
GAO.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman,
how much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California has 1 minute remain-
ing.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chair, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

In Desert Storm I, back in the 1990s,
a ship that was manned by Pakistanis
was loaded at the docks, began to sail,
and turned around because the crew re-
fused to go into that zone. We cannot



bjneal
Text Box
 CORRECTION

June 13, 2016 Congressional Record
Correction To Page H2761
On May 18, 2016, in the middle column and at the bottom right of page H2760 and continuing on to page H2761, amendments by Mr. Lamborn and Mr. Sanford were inadvertently transposed. 

The online version has been corrected to reflect the amendments in the correct order.


H2762

allow that to happen ever again. The
MSP was started specifically to pro-
vide that kind of sealift power that we
need to move our men, materiel, and
equipment, wherever they may be
needed in the world. It does us little
good to spend $680 billion on a Defense
appropriation bill and not be able to
get where the trouble is. Do away with
the MSP, and that is where you are
headed with this, moving toward for-
eign flags and, indeed, Maersk is oper-
ated by a foreign country, but it is li-
censed to operate in the United States
with American sailors on American
ships for the MSP program.

We don’t need to waste money on
this. The studies are available dating
back to 2006, 2009, and, more recently,
with the OMB study. We don’t need to
waste our money. We need to get on
with supporting the MSP program. I
ask for a ‘“‘no’’ vote.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
would again go back to the basics. This
stipend goes to Maersk presently. It
has been raised from $3.5 million to $5
million. Maybe that is the best thing in
the world to do; maybe it is not. But I
think it is worthy of study, particu-
larly given the fact that we have raised
the stipend by $89 million over the last
year, particularly given the fact that
we have not looked at this issue from
the standpoint of an outside third-
party validation from the GAO for
more than 12 years.

It is for that reason I simply say,
again, in no way prescriptively, it is
worth a look. And again, given the fact
that the Government Accountability
Office does regular studies on a whole
host of different issues on a very reg-
ular basis, I think this is worthy, given
the additional $89 million that was
spent last year.

I would ask for a ‘‘yes’ vote.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. SAN-
FORD).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from South Carolina
will be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MR.
THORNBERRY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 18 printed
in House Report 114-571.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike section 1045 and insert the fol-
lowing:
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SEC. 1045. PROTECTION OF CERTAIN FEDERAL
SPECTRUM OPERATIONS.

Section 1004 of the Bipartisan Budget Act
of 2015 (Public Law 114-74; 47 U.S.C. 921 note)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘(d) PROTECTION OF CERTAIN FEDERAL
SPECTRUM OPERATIONS.—If the report re-
quired by subsection (a) determines that re-
allocation and auction of the spectrum de-
scribed in the report would harm national se-
curity by impacting existing terrestrial Fed-
eral spectrum operations at the Nevada Test
and Training Range, the Commission, in co-
ordination with the Secretary shall, prior to
the auction described in subsection (c)(1)(B),
establish rules for licensees in such spectrum
sufficient to mitigate harmful interference
to such operations.

‘“(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to affect any
requirement under section 1062(b) of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2000 (47 U.S.C. 921 note; Public Law 106—
65).”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, the Spectrum Pipeline
Act was included in the Bipartisan
Budget Act of 2015 that we passed in
December. Now, apparently, there has
developed some disagreement among
lawyers about whether that had some
effect on section 1062(b) of the fiscal
year 2000 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act related to spectrum.

My amendment simply clarifies what
everyone that I know of agrees on, and
that is it was never intended to have
any effect. We have assurance from the
Office of Management and Budget that
was their intention. I appreciate Chair-
man FRED UPTON, who has worked with
us on this amendment, saying that was
not his intention. Basically, Mr. Chair-
man, I see this as a technical amend-
ment to resolve some disagreement
among lawyers.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I
claim time in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New Jersey is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, the
Nation’s spectrum is one of our most
valuable natural resources. Under the
bipartisan oversight of the Committee
on Energy and Commerce, one spec-
trum auction alone last year raised
more than $40 billion. It is imperative
that we continue our bipartisan man-
agement of this valuable national
asset, but to do that we must follow
regular order through the proper com-
mittee of jurisdiction. That is the only
way that we can make sure that we
continue proper congressional over-
sight.

This amendment that we are consid-
ering today was made public 1 day ago.
This process runs counter to our suc-
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cessful bipartisan efforts to manage
spectrum well. It does not allow the
relevant agencies adequate time to
weigh in, and it does not allow inter-
ested stakeholders to provide meaning-
ful input.

I appreciate my colleague’s efforts to
improve this amendment, but these are
extremely complicated issues of na-
tional importance. They cannot be put
together overnight.

Earlier today when the rule for con-
sideration of this bill was debated here
on the floor, my Republican colleagues
said that they chose to exclude some
Democratic amendments because those
amendments did not go through the
committee process. Well, the same can
be said of this amendment as well, Mr.
Chairman.

If there are issues of national secu-
rity underlying this amendment, the
Democrats on the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce stand ready to
work on them expeditiously, but we
must stand by our commitment to reg-
ular order. The consequences of getting
this wrong are simply too high.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further speakers.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. SMITH), the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, this is clearly a problem
that we need to work on. The chairman
and I have worked together in talking
about it and making sure that our
military assets are protected as we
deal with spectrum auctions.

I look forward to having the con-
versation in conference committee
about how to deal with this, but my
concern is this is something that many
on the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and I as well, have worked on
for a number of years. We worked with
the Department of Defense for years to
try and make sure that their equities
were protected. We talked with every-
one we could conceivably talk with.
This auction was originally set up to
make sure that we protected those.

Now we are hearing a slightly new
argument. I certainly want to make
sure that the Department of Defense’s
interests are protected, but I also want
to make sure that they don’t have ab-
solute veto power on auctioning spec-
trum. That was sort of the law before
all of the Committee on Energy and
Commerce and others worked on, and
it really tied up a very valuable na-
tional asset, as Mr. PALLONE points
out.

I hope that as we get into conference
committee we will figure out how to
both protect the interests of national
security and the Defense, but also
make sure that, if spectrum can be
safely made available, it is safely made
available.

As I said, this was something that
was worked on for a very long time,
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and we thought we had it worked out.
So right at the eleventh hour here, to
have the Department of Defense say
‘““No, we want to change it’ is some-
thing I think we still need to examine
more closely.

I thank Mr. PALLONE for the time.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time
simply to say this amendment, a
version of this amendment, was filed
last week. Working with the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, it
has been revised. Again, the purpose of
this amendment is—and what I think it
clearly does is simply restate what ev-
erybody thought was the case—to re-
solve a disagreement among lawyers.
That is the reason I call it, really, a
technical amendment. I hope that the
House will adopt it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY).

The amendment was agreed to.
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AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR.
THORNBERRY OF TEXAS

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
pursuant to House Resolution 735, I
offer amendments en bloc.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendments en bloc.

Amendments en bloc No. 4 consisting
of amendment Nos. 23, 43, 44, 46, 47, 50,
51, 54, 64, 65, 66, 67, and 69 printed in
House Report 114-571, offered by Mr.
THORNBERRY of Texas:

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS OF
ALABAMA

At the end of subtitle F of title XVI, add
the following new section:

SEC. 16 . HARMFUL INTERFERENCE TO DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE GLOBAL
POSITIONING SYSTEM.

(a) FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
CONDITIONS ON COMMERCIAL TERRESTRIAL OP-
ERATIONS.—Part I of title III of the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 301 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“SEC. 343. CONDITIONS ON COMMERCIAL TER-

RESTRIAL OPERATIONS.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall
not permit commercial terrestrial oper-
ations in the 1525-1559 megahertz band or the
1626.5-1660.5 megahertz band until the date
that is 90 days after the Commission resolves
concerns of widespread harmful interference
by such operations in such band to covered
GPS devices.

““(b) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—AYt the conclusion of the
proceeding on such operations in such band,
the Commission shall submit to the congres-
sional committees described in paragraph (2)
official copies of the documents containing
the final decision of the Commission regard-
ing whether to permit such operations in
such band. If the decision is to permit such
operations in such band, such documents
shall contain or be accompanied by an expla-
nation of how the concerns described in sub-
section (a) have been resolved.

‘(2) CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES DE-
SCRIBED.—The congressional committees de-
scribed in this paragraph are the following:

““(A) The Committee on Energy and Com-
merce and the Committee on Armed Services
of the House of Representatives.
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‘B) The Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation and the Com-
mittee on Armed Services of the Senate.

‘“(c) COVERED GPS DEVICE DEFINED.—In
this section, the term ‘covered GPS device’
means a Global Position System device of
the Department of Defense.”’.

(b) SECRETARY OF DEFENSE REVIEW OF
HARMFUL INTERFERENCE.—

(1) REVIEW.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, and
every 90 days thereafter until the date re-
ferred to in paragraph (3), the Secretary of
Defense shall conduct a review to—

(A) assess the ability of covered GPS de-
vices to receive signals from Global Posi-
tioning System satellites without wide-
spread harmful interference; and

(B) determine if commercial communica-
tions services are causing or will cause wide-
spread harmful interference with covered
GPS devices.

(2) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.—

(A) NoTIiCE.—If the Secretary of Defense
determines during a review under paragraph
(1) that commercial communications serv-
ices are causing or will cause widespread
harmful interference with covered GPS de-
vices, the Secretary shall promptly submit
to the congressional defense committees no-
tice of such interference.

(B) CONTENTS.—The notice required under
subparagraph (A) shall include—

(i) a list and description of the covered
GPS devices that are being or expected to be
interfered with by commercial communica-
tions services;

(ii) a description of the source of, and the
entity causing or expect to cause, the inter-
ference with such receivers;

(iii) a description of the manner in which
such source or such entity is causing or ex-
pected to cause such interference;

(iv) a description of the magnitude of harm
caused or expected to be caused by such in-
terference;

(v) a description of the duration of and the
conditions and circumstances under which
such interference is occurring or expected to
occur;

(vi) a description of the impact of such in-
terference on the national security interests
of the United States; and

(vii) a description of the plans of the Sec-
retary to address, alleviate, or mitigate such
interference, including the cost of such
plans.

(C) FOorRM.—The notice required under sub-
paragraph (A) shall be submitted in unclassi-
fied form, but may include a classified
annex.

(3) TERMINATION DATE.—The date referred
to in this paragraph is the earlier of—

(A) the date that is two years after the
date of the enactment of this Act; or

(B) the date on which the Secretary—

(i) determines that commercial commu-
nications services are not causing any wide-
spread harmful interference with covered
GPS devices; and

(ii) the Secretary submits to the congres-
sional defense committees notice of the de-
termination made under clause (i).

(c) COVERED GPS DEVICE DEFINED.—In this
section, the term ‘‘covered GPS device”
means a Global Position System device of
the Department of Defense.

(d) CONFORMING REPEAL.—Section 911 of
the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112-81; 125 Stat.
1534) is repealed.

AMENDMENT NO. 43 OFFERED BY MR. CARTER OF
GEORGIA

Page 269, line 7, insert ‘‘including small
business pharmacies,” after ‘‘retail phar-
macy,”’.
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AMENDMENT NO. 44 OFFERED BY MRS. COMSTOCK
OF VIRGINIA

At the end of subtitle D of title VII add the
following:

SEC. . DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE STUDIES
ON PREVENTING THE DIVERSION OF
OPIOID MEDICATIONS.

(a) STUDIES.—With respect to programs of
the Department of Defense that dispense
drugs to patients, the Secretary of Defense
(referred to in this section as the ‘‘Sec-
retary’’) shall study the feasibility, the effec-
tiveness in preventing the diversion of opioid
medications, and the cost-effectiveness of—

(1) requiring that such programs, in appro-
priate cases, dispense opioid medications in
vials using affordable technologies designed
to prevent access to the medications by any-
one other than the intended patient, such as
a vial with a locking-cap closure mechanism;
and

(2) the Secretary providing education on
the risks of opioid medications to individ-
uals for whom such medications are pre-
scribed, and to their families, with special
consideration given to raising awareness
among adolescents on such risks.

(b) FEEDBACK.—In conducting the studies
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall
seek feedback (on a confidential basis when
appropriate) from the individuals and enti-
ties involved in the studies.

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
one year after the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Secretary shall submit to the
Congress a report on the results of the stud-
ies conducted under subsection (a).

AMENDMENT NO. 46 OFFERED BY MR. LAMBORN
OF COLORADO

At the end of subtitle A of title VIII, add
the following new section:
SEC. 810A. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR EN-
HANCED TRANSFER OF TECH-
NOLOGY DEVELOPED AT DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE LABORATORIES.
Section 801(e) of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014 (Public
Law 113-66; 127 Stat. 804; 10 U.S.C. 2514 note)
is amended by striking ‘2017 and inserting
2021,
AMENDMENT NO. 47 OFFERED BY MR. JENKINS OF
WEST VIRGINIA

At the end of title III, add the following
new section:

SEC. 3 . INCREASE IN FUNDING FOR NA-
TIONAL GUARD COUNTER-DRUG
PROGRAMS.

(a) INCREASE.—Notwithstanding the
amounts set forth in the funding tables in di-
vision D, the amount authorized to be appro-
priated in section 1404 for drug interdiction
and counter-drug activities, as specified in
the corresponding funding table in section
4501, for drug interdiction and counter-drug
activities, Defense-wide is hereby increased
by $30,000,000 (to be used in support of the
National Guard counter-drug programs).

(b) OFFSET.—Notwithstanding the amounts
set forth in the funding tables in division D—

(1) the amount authorized to be appro-
priated for in section 101 for procurement, as
specified in the corresponding funding table
in section 4101, for Aircraft Procurement,
Navy, for Common Ground Equipment (Line
064), is hereby reduced by $20,000,000; and

(2) the amount authorized to be appro-
priated in section 201 for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation, as specified in
the corresponding funding table in section
4201, for advanced component development
and prototypes, Advanced Innovative Tech-
nologies (Line 095) is hereby reduced by
$10,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 50 OFFERED BY MR. GUINTA OF

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Page 372, after line 8, insert the following:
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SEC. 1014. FUNDING FOR COUNTER NARCOTICS
OPERATIONS.

(a) INCREASE.—Notwithstanding the
amounts set forth in the funding tables in di-
vision D, the amount authorized to be appro-
priated for drug interdiction and
counterdrug activities, Defense-wide, as
specified in the corresponding funding table
in section 4501 is hereby increased by
$3,000,000.

(b) OFFSET.—Notwithstanding the amounts
set forth in the funding tables in division D,
the amount authorized to be appropriated for
operation and maintenance, as specified in
the corresponding funding table in section
4301, for administration and servicewide ac-
tivities, Defense Logistics Agency (Line 160)
is hereby reduced by $3,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 51 OFFERED BY MR. WALBERG
OF MICHIGAN

Page 372, after line 8, insert the following:

SEC. 1014. REPORT ON EFFORTS OF UNITED
STATES SOUTHERN COMMAND OP-
ERATION TO DETECT AND MONITOR
DRUG TRAFFICKING.

The Secretary of Defense shall submit to
Congress a report on the effectiveness of the
United States Southern Command Operation
to limit threats to the national security of
the United States by detecting and moni-
toring drug trafficking, specifically heroin
and fentanyl.

AMENDMENT NO. 54 OFFERED BY MRS. ELLMERS
OF NORTH CAROLINA

At the end of subtitle F of title X (page 423,
before line 4), add the following new section:
SEC. 1070. QUARTERLY REPORTS ON PARACHUTE

JUMPS CONDUCTED AT FORT BRAGG
AND POPE ARMY AIRFIELD AND AIR
FORCE SUPPORT FOR SUCH JUMPS.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Until January 31,
2020, the Secretary of the Air Force and the
Secretary of the Army shall submit to the
Committees on Armed Services of the House
of Representatives and the Senate quarterly
reports—

(1) specifying the number of parachute
jumps conducted at Fort Bragg and Pope
Army Airfield, North Carolina, during the
three-month period covered by the report;
and

(2) describing and evaluating the level of
air support provided by the Air Force for
those jumps.

(b) JOINT AIRBORNE AIR TRANSPORTABILITY
TRAINING CONTRACTS.—As part of each report
submitted under subsection (a), the Secre-
taries shall specifically provide the fol-
lowing:

(1) The number of Joint Airborne Air
Transportability Training contracts re-
quested during the three-month period cov-
ered by the report by all units located at
Fort Bragg and Pope Army Airfield.

(2) The number of Joint Airborne Air
Transportability Training contracts vali-
dated during the three-month period covered
by the report for units located at Fort Bragg
and Pope Army Airfield.

(3) The number of Joint Airborne Air
Transportability Training contracts not
validated during the three-month period cov-
ered by the report for units located at Fort
Bragg and Pope Army Airfield.

(4) In the case of each Joint Airborne Air
Transportability Training contract identi-
fied pursuant to paragraph (3), the reason
the contract was not validated.

AMENDMENT NO. 64 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE OF TEXAS

Page 462, after line 13, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 1098. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
UNITED STATES NORTHERN COM-
MAND PREPAREDNESS.

It is the sense of the Congress that—

(1) the United States Northern Command
plays a crucial role in providing additional
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response capability to State and local gov-
ernments in domestic disaster relief and con-
sequence management operations;

(2) the United States Northern Command
must continue to build upon its current ef-
forts to develop command strategies, leader-
ship training, and response plans to effec-
tively work with civil authorities when act-
ing as the lead agency or a supporting agen-
cy; and

(3) the United States Northern Command
should leverage whenever possible training
and management expertise that resides with-
in the Department of Defense, other Federal
agencies, State and local governments, and
private sector businesses and academic insti-
tutions to enhance—

(A) its defense support to civil authorities
and incidence management missions;

(B) relationships with other entities in-
volved in disaster response; and

(C) its ability to respond to unforeseen
events.

AMENDMENT NO. 65 OFFERED BY MR. LEWIS OF
GEORGIA

At the end of title X, add the following new
section:

SEC. 1098. COST OF WARS.

The Secretary of Defense, in consultation
with the Commissioner of the Internal Rev-
enue Service and the Director of the Bureau
of Economic Analysis, shall post on the pub-
lic Web site of the Department of Defense
the costs, including the relevant legacy
costs, to each American taxpayer of each of
the wars in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Syria.

AMENDMENT NO. 66 OFFERED BY MS. BORDALLO
OF GUAM

Page 462, after line 13, insert the following:

SEC. 1098. WORKFORCE ISSUES FOR RELOCATION
OF MARINES TO GUAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6(b) of the Joint
Resolution entitled ““A Joint Resolution to
approve the ‘Covenant To Establish a Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands
in Political Union With the United States of
America’, and for other purposes’, approved
March 24, 1976 (48 U.S.C. 1806(b)) is amended
to read as follows:

“(b) NUMERICAL LIMITATIONS FOR NON-
IMMIGRANT WORKERS.—An alien, if otherwise
qualified, may seek admission to Guam or to
the Commonwealth during the transition
program as a nonimmigrant worker under
section 101(a)(15)(H) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(15)(H)) with-
out counting against the numerical limita-
tions set forth in section 214(g) of such Act (8
U.S.C. 1184(g)). An alien, if otherwise quali-
fied, may, before October 1, 2028, be admitted
under section 101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(b) of such Act
for a period of up to 3 years (which may be
extended by the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity before October 1, 2028, for an addi-
tional period or periods not to exceed 3 years
each) to perform services or labor on Guam
pursuant to any agreement entered into by a
prime contractor or subcontractor calling
for services or labor required for perform-
ance of the contract or subcontract in direct
support of all military-funded construction,
repairs, renovation, and facilities services,
or to perform services or labor on Guam as a
health-care worker, notwithstanding the re-
quirement of such section that the service or
labor be temporary. This subsection does not
apply to any employment to be performed
outside of Guam or the Commonwealth.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
the date that is 120 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 67 OFFERED BY MR. SEAN
PATRICK MALONEY OF NEW YORK

Page 462, after line 13, insert the following:
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SEC. 1098. REVIEW OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DEBT COLLECTION REGULATIONS.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Defense shall review and update Department
of Defense regulations to ensure such regula-
tions comply with Federal consumer protec-
tion law with respect to the collection of
debt.

AMENDMENT NO. 69 OFFERED BY MR. LANGEVIN
OF RHODE ISLAND

Page 480, before line 13, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 1112. PUBLIC-PRIVATE TALENT EXCHANGE.

(a) AUTHORITY.—Chapter 81 of title 10,
United States Code, as amended by section
1105 of this Act, is further amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section:
“§1599g. Public-private talent exchange

‘‘(a) ASSIGNMENT AUTHORITY.—Under regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary of De-
fense, the Secretary may, with the agree-
ment of a private-sector organization and
the consent of the employee, arrange for the
temporary assignment of an employee to
such private-sector organization, or from
such private-sector organization to a Depart-
ment of Defense organization under this sec-
tion.

‘“(b) AGREEMENTS.—(1) The Secretary of
Defense shall provide for a written agree-
ment among the Department of Defense, the
private-sector organization, and the em-
ployee concerned regarding the terms and
conditions of the employee’s assignment
under this section. The agreement—

‘‘(A) shall require that the employee of the
Department of Defense, upon completion of
the assignment, will serve in the Department
of Defense, or elsewhere in the civil service
if approved by the Secretary, for a period
equal to the length of the assignment; and

‘(B) shall provide that if the employee of
the Department of Defense or of the private-
sector organization (as the case may be) fails
to carry out the agreement, such employee
shall be liable to the United States for pay-
ment of all expenses of the assignment, un-
less that failure was for good and sufficient
reason, as determined by the Secretary of
Defense.

‘(2) An amount for which an employee is
liable under paragraph (1) shall be treated as
a debt due the United States.

‘(8) The Secretary may waive, in whole or
in part, collection of a debt described in
paragraph (2) based on a determination that
the collection would be against equity and
good conscience and not in the best interests
of the United States, after taking into ac-
count any indication of fraud, misrepresen-
tation, fault, or lack of good faith on the
part of the employee.

‘‘(c) TERMINATION.—AnN assignment under
this section may, at any time and for any
reason, be terminated by the Department of
Defense or the private-sector organization
concerned.

‘‘(d) DURATION.—AnN assignment under this
section shall be for a period of not less than
3 months and not more than one year, renew-
able up to a total of 4 years. No employee of
the Department of Defense may be assigned
under this section for more than a total of 4
years inclusive of all such assignments.

‘“(e) STATUS OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES AS-
SIGNED TO PRIVATE-SECTOR ORGANIZATIONS.—
An employee of the Department of Defense
who is assigned to a private-sector organiza-
tion under this section shall be considered,
during the period of assignment, to be on de-
tail to a regular work assignment in the De-
partment for all purposes. The written agree-
ment established under subsection (b)(1)
shall address the specific terms and condi-
tions related to the employee’s continued
status as a Federal employee.
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“(fy TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR PRIVATE-
SECTOR EMPLOYEES.—An employee of a pri-
vate-sector organization who is assigned to a
Department of Defense organization under
this section—

‘(1) shall continue to receive pay and bene-
fits from the private-sector organization
from which such employee is assigned and
shall not receive pay or benefits from the De-
partment of Defense, except as provided in
paragraph (2);

‘“(2) is deemed to be an employee of the De-
partment of Defense for the purposes of—

‘“(A) chapters 73 and 81 of title 5;

“(B) sections 201, 203, 205, 207, 208, 209, 603,
606, 607, 643, 654, 1905, and 1913 of title 18;

‘“(C) sections 1343, 1344, and 1349(b) of title
31;

‘(D) the Federal Tort Claims Act and any
other Federal tort liability statute;

‘“‘(E) the Ethics in Government Act of 1978;
and

““(F') chapter 21 of title 41;

‘“(3) shall not have access to any trade se-
crets or to any other nonpublic information
which is of commercial value to the private-
sector organization from which such em-
ployee is assigned.

‘‘(g) PROHIBITION AGAINST CHARGING CER-
TAIN COSTS TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.—A
private-sector organization may not charge
the Department of any other agency of the
Federal Government, as direct or indirect
costs under a Federal contract, the costs of
pay or benefits paid by the organization to
an employee assigned to a Department orga-
nization under this section for the period of
the assignment.

‘‘(h) CONSIDERATIONS.—In carrying out this
section, the Secretary of Defense—

‘(1) shall ensure that, of the assignments
made under this section each year, at least
20 percent are from small business concerns
(as defined by section 3703(e)(2)(A) of title 5);

‘“(2) shall take into consideration the ques-
tion of how assignments under this section
might best be used to help meet the needs of
the Department of Defense with respect to
the training of employees; and

‘“(3) shall take into consideration, where
applicable, areas of particular private sector
expertise, such as cybersecurity.”.

(b) TABLE OF SECTIONS AMENDMENT.—The
table of sections at the beginning of such
chapter, as amended by section 1105 of this
Act, is further amended by adding at the end
the following new item:
¢“1599g. Public-private talent exchange.”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY) and the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MOULTON) each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from North Carolina (Mrs. ELLMERS).

Mrs. ELLMERS of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, this amendment does
one thing: it maintains oversight and
accountability of the Air Force. This
will ensure that the Air Force follows
through on their promise of providing
adequate air support to ensure there is
no negative impact on the readiness of
Fort Bragg paratroopers.

I have said this is a terrible decision,
and today’s amendment is about hold-
ing the Air Force accountable. It will
require the Secretary of the Army and
the Air Force to evaluate and to report
the levels of air support provided to
Fort Bragg by the Air Force. As the
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Representative of Fort Bragg, this will
allow me to monitor jump numbers and
ensure military readiness is not jeop-
ardized in any way, shape, or form.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Rhode Island (Mr. LANGEVIN).

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I
want to, first of all, thank my HASC
colleague across the aisle, ETC Chair-
man WILSON from the great State of
South Carolina, for working with me
on this bipartisan amendment to ex-
pand talent exchange authorities with-
in the DOD.

This amendment addresses a Kkey
challenge facing the Department,
which is competition with the private
sector to recruit and retain highly
skilled talent.

As we understand right now, it is ex-
ceptionally competitive in, for exam-
ple, the IT and cybersecurity fields. We
need to be able to retain, attract, and
recruit the best and the brightest in
this field, particularly because salaries
are very high and it is very difficult in
many ways for the DOD to compete in
this space.

While we are very grateful, of course,
for those who devote their lives to a
military career, not everyone will give
20 or 30 years of their lives to the U.S.
military. But there is certainly no
shortage of patriotism across the pri-
vate sector, and dedicating several
months or years of their lives to our
national security is certainly a worthy
endeavor.

This also gives DOD employees expo-
sure to cutting-edge operational tech-
niques and best practices across a wide
array of disciplines, while giving pri-
vate sector employees insight into how
the Department operates.

Mr. Chairman, we must ensure that
we are recruiting the best and the
brightest in order to uphold our na-
tional defenses.

This amendment has been sought
after by the DOD. Again, there is bipar-
tisan support on this amendment. It
gives great flexibility to the Depart-
ment to be able to work to bring in
people of great talent from the private
sector for a period of time. Again, it
also allows the DOD to have our men
and women in uniform go to the pri-
vate sector for a time and learn best
practices and what cutting-edge tech-
niques and capabilities are happening
in the private sector.

So this is a good, commonsense
amendment, and I urge my colleagues
to support it.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. CARTER).

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. I thank the
gentleman for yielding and for his lead-
ership in this very important endeavor.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of this amendment package, which in-
cludes my amendment that clarifies
that the pilot program for prescription
drug acquisition costs regarding
TRICARE pharmacy benefits will also
include small business pharmacies.
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Currently, the pilot program helps
extend discounts to TRICARE bene-
ficiaries for prescription drugs filled at
retail pharmacies. My amendment sim-
ply clarifies that small business phar-
macies are retail pharmacies and will
be included in this pilot program.

In many cases around the country,
people are unlimited when it comes to
which pharmacy they can have their
preparations filled at. With this
amendment, we can ensure all phar-
macies, both large and small retailers,
will be included in this pilot program.

I encourage all my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment package.

Mr MOULTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
wanted to refer back to an amendment
that was in the previous en bloc that
dealt with the special immigrant visas.

I want to express my appreciation to
the committee, the chairman, the
ranking member, and to the staff. This
is a complicated issue. It is in your
bill, but it is not entirely within your
jurisdiction. And there has been an ebb
and flow. It has been something that I
have, as you know, been working on for
a decade, and that is for the United
States to keep faith with the people in
Afghanistan who made the mission pos-
sible—the people who literally risked
their lives as guides, construction
workers, interpreters, and truck driv-
ers—the men and women who made it
possible for us to succeed.

It isn’t just the Department of De-
fense. There are men and women who
worked with the State Department and
USAID, which are an important part of
our activities in those countries. Those
foreign nationals are every bit at risk
as somebody who is guiding our troops
in the field.

I appreciate your willingness to put
in the en bloc amendment a little bit of
flexibility. I hope it is not the last
word, because we need to think seri-
ously about what we do for the people
who work on base, people who work for
the State Department, and the people
who work for USAID so that we are
able to make sure that we have an ade-
quate number of visas and that we
don’t have an arbitrarily short period
of time because the pipeline has been
hopelessly complex and flawed.

We have been working with the bu-
reaucracy in trying to make it work
better, but that is an ongoing struggle.
And the fact is, there are different peo-
ple with different committees who
have different orientations.

I hope that this en bloc amendment
is just the start and that we can con-
tinue working with the chairman, with
the minority party, with the staff, and
with the advocates and various people
who are committed to making sure
that we do right by the people who are
at risk now of being killed, murdered,
tortured, and having family members
killed.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
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gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
HUDSON).

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, North
Carolina is a proud, strong military
State. We are proud of the men and
women who answer the call and risk
their lives to protect us. I never, ever
want them to be in a fair fight. I want
them to always have the tools, the
equipment, and the training needed to
dominate and destroy the enemy. That
is why I filed an amendment with my
colleague, RENEE ELLMERS, to protect
training of paratroopers at Fort Bragg,
the epicenter of the universe.

As you may know, the Air Force has
moved forward with plans to deactivate
the 440th Airlift Wing. This deactiva-
tion puts these young paratroopers,
and indeed our very national security,
at risk, as evidenced by the failure of
the Air Force to meet current training
requirements.

For the sake of our national security,
this amendment is absolutely critical
to hold the Air Force accountable and
to ensure our rapid reaction forces are
prepared for deployment at a moment’s
notice.

I urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY).

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of the bipartisan
amendment I have co-written with my
colleague, Judge TED POE of Texas.

The amendment, which is part of the
en bloc amendments, endorses an ongo-
ing effort at the Defense Security Co-
operation Agency to develop a com-
prehensive framework for the assess-
ment, monitoring, and evaluation of
security cooperation activities of the
Department of Defense. It follows a re-
lated monitoring evaluation amend-
ment Judge POE and I offered to the
NDAA for FY 2016 and the committee
retained, gratefully, in the 2017 bill.

Security cooperation with foreign se-
curity forces builds valuable inter-
national partnerships and enhances the
ability of our partners to carry out
joint military operations and enhances
American security while it is at it.
However, few requirements are placed
on these programs to measure the im-
pact of funding provided to our foreign
security partners. Looking at efficacy,
does it work?

Judge POE and I have led the effort to
apply assessment, monitoring, and
evaluation leading principles to U.S.
foreign assistance administered by the
State Department, USAID, and other
Federal agencies.

Last year, the House of Representa-
tives passed our bill, the Foreign Aid
Transparency and Accountability, H.R.
3766. We should have a similar expecta-
tion of accountability for our security
cooperation programs as well.

I welcome the committee’s bipar-
tisan efforts to begin to reform, con-
solidate, and modify the more than 120
security cooperation authorities Con-
gress has provided DOD over the years.

Notably, the underlying bill
strengthens country-by-country re-
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porting requirements for security co-
operation and begins to reorganize se-
curity cooperation authorities into one
coherent separate section of title X of
the U.S. Code.

Furthermore, the Senate is advanc-
ing an NDAA bill that requires DOD to
produce an annual budget justification
for security cooperation funding.

There is obviously significant de-
mand, Mr. Chairman, for more trans-
parency and accountability in terms of
U.S. security cooperation. Our amend-
ment is consistent with that demand,
and it builds on the great work done by
the committee in this area to define
clear objectives and metrics for secu-
rity cooperation.

I want to thank the chairman, the
ranking member, and both committee
staffs, minority and majority, for their
excellent work and for their bipartisan
approach to this and so many other
issues in the bill.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
GUINTA).

Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of my amendment to the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act, and I
want to thank the chairman for includ-
ing it in the en bloc package.

My amendment increases funding for
U.S. NORTHCOM’s Joint Task Force
North by $3 million to assist with its
counternarcotics operations.

As part of my work as the chair of
the Task Force to Combat the Heroin
Epidemic, I traveled to the Mexican
border earlier this spring to investigate
sources of illegal fentanyl and heroin
coming into the country. There I
learned and had the opportunity to
meet with the commanding officers at
the Joint Task Force North, the joint
service command that supports Federal
law enforcement agencies with re-
sources to identify and interdict crimi-
nal activities conducted within the
United States and its borders.

My goal is to ensure that Joint Task
Force North receives the funding nec-
essary to continue their counter-
narcotics efforts.

Again, I want to thank the chairman
and the Armed Services Committee for
their work on the underlying bill, and
I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman,
again, I thank the distinguished gen-
tleman, and I also thank the chairman
of the full committee, the ranking
member of the full committee, and the
subcommittee chairs as well.

I serve on the Homeland Security
Committee, and I am constantly aware
of the overlapping duties and respon-
sibilities, Mr. Chairman, of the United
States military, which has its confine-
ment in certain areas, but also working
to secure the homeland.

The Jackson Lee amendment No. 64
in en bloc amendment No. 4 makes an
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important contribution to the bill by
improving the effectiveness of U.S.
Northern Command, or NORTHCOM, in
fulfilling its critical mission of pro-
tecting the U.S. homeland in the event
of war and to provide support to local,
State, and Federal authorities in times
of national emergency.

Specifically, here is what my amend-
ment does. It develops and has in place
a leadership strategy that will
strengthen and foster necessary insti-
tutional and interpersonal relation-
ships with State and local govern-
ments. The backbone of securing the
homeland is engaging State and local
governments. Also, to develop an in-
structional program to train key per-
sonnel how to lead effectively in the
event of a disaster when they do not
have command authority to dictate ac-
tions.

0 1830

In addition, NORTHCOM, which was
established in 2002 in the aftermath of
the 9/11 attacks, is to bring the capa-
bilities and the resources of the U.S.
military to the assistance the Amer-
ican people during a catastrophic dis-
aster like war or a pandemic outbreak
of diseases, such as Ebola, Zika, SARS,
or influenza; major earthquakes,
floods, and natural disasters; or ter-
rorist attacks.

I live in the Gulf Coast, and I am well
familiar with hurricanes, enormous
rains that we have just experienced,
needing to bring to bear moving large
numbers of people, housing large num-
bers of people.

And then this morning I spent time
after time of dealing with the Zika
virus, which, again, our southern Gulf
Coast region may be the epicenter.

Let me quote, for example, a quote
from a renowned professor, Leonard
Marcus, out of Harvard. What we are
trying to do is: ‘“‘Effective emergency
preparedness and response requires
leadership that can accomplish percep-
tive coordination and communication
amongst diverse agencies . . .’

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. HOLDING).
The time of the gentlewoman has ex-
pired.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chair, I yield an
additional 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. The challenge is,
as we learned from 9/11, ‘‘operating
within their specified scope of author-
ity, preparedness leaders in char-
acteristic bureaucratic fashion often
serve to bolster the profile and import
of their own organization, thereby cre-
ating a silo effect . . . ”

So let me speak as that Homeland
Security member and the person who
has been engaged in the crises or disas-
ters in my own community. When we
collaborate we work better together.
When we develop relationships, we
work better together.

Let me just offer a moment of per-
sonal privilege as someone speaking
about relationships. This bill has many
good elements in it, and I am propelled
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and committed to diversity and re-
specting all people.

I am saddened by the language that
the Russell amendment has dealing
with the LGBT, and I am saddened that
the Dent amendment was not allowed
in. We need to build on collaborating
with all people to secure America and
to make a better military.

I thank the gentleman for the sup-
port of my amendment in the en bloc.

Mr. Chair, | rise in support of En Bloc
Amendment Number 4 to H.R. 4909, the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2017, offered by Chairman THORNBERRY.

| want to express my thanks and apprecia-
tion to Chairman THORNBERRY and Ranking
Member SMITH, and their colleagues on the
Armed Services Committee for their work
thank on this bill and their devotion to the men
and women of the Armed Forces.

| also thank Chairman SESSIONS and Rank-
ing Member SLAUGHTER of the Rules Com-
mittee for making in order Jackson Lee
Amendment Number 64, which is included in
En Bloc Amendment Number 4.

Jackson Lee Amendment Number 64 makes
an important contribution to the bill by improv-
ing the effectiveness of the Northern Com-
mand (“NORTHCOM”) in fulfilling its critical
mission of protecting the U.S. homeland in
event of war and to provide support to local,
state, and federal authorities in times of na-
tional emergency.

Specifically, Jackson Lee Amendment Num-
ber 64 encourages NORTHCOM to:

1. Develop and has in place a leadership
strategy that will strengthen and foster nec-
essary institutional and interpersonal relation-
ships with state and local governments; and

2. Develop an instructional program to train
key personnel how to lead effectively in the
event of a disaster when they do not have
command authority to dictate actions.

A mission critical function of NORTHCOM,
which was established in 2002 in the after-
math of the 9/11 attacks is to bring the capa-
bilities and the resources of the U.S. military
to the assistance of the American people dur-
ing a catastrophic disaster like war, a pan-
demic outbreak of diseases such Ebola, Zika,
Sars, or influenza; major earthquakes, floods,
and natural disasters; or terrorist attacks like
those occurring on September 11, 2001 and at
the Boston Marathon on April 15, 2013.

NORTHCOM leaders will be much more ef-
fective in saving lives, protecting assets, and
enhancing resilience after the disaster has oc-
curred if they are trained in the techniques of
effective engagement with civilian leadership.

Jackson Lee Amendment Number 64 will
help ensure that such training will be avail-
able.

Mr. Chair, let me explain why this type of
training—commonly referred to as “Resil-
ience” training is very important.

As stated in a highly influential journal arti-
cle by Professor Leonard Marcus and his col-
leagues at Harvard’s National Public Leader-
ship Initiative, “effective emergency prepared-
ness and response requires leadership that
can accomplish perceptive coordination and
communication amongst diverse agencies and
sectors.” (Leonard J. Marcus, Barry C. Dorn,
and Joseph M. Henderson, Meta-Leadership
and National Emergency Preparedness: A
Model to Build Government Connectivity, in
Biosecurity And Bioterrorism: Biodefense
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Strategy, Practice, And Science Volume 4,
Number 2, 2006).

The challenge is, as we learned from the 9/
11 Commission, operating within their speci-
fied scope of authority, preparedness leaders
in characteristic bureaucratic fashion often
serve to bolster the profile and import of their
own organization, thereby creating a silo effect
that interferes with effective system wide plan-
ning and response.

Resilience training seeks to equip prepared-
ness leaders overcome this obstacle of “tradi-
tional silo thinking by teaching “meta-leader-
ship,” a new type of overarching leadership
that intentionally connects the purposes and
work of different organizations or organiza-
tional units.

Meta-leadership training enables leaders to
provide guidance, direction, and momentum
across organizational lines that develop into a
shared course of action and a commonality of
purpose among people and agencies that are
doing what may appear to be very different
work.

Meta-leaders have the skill and training to
imaginatively and effectively leverage system
assets, information, and capacities, which a
particularly critical function for organizations
with emergency preparedness responsibilities
like responding to terrorist attacks, natural dis-
asters, or pandemic outbreaks of infectious
diseases like the Ebola and the Zika Virus,
which may disproportionately affect persons in
the Gulf Coast region, including my congres-
sional district in Houston, Texas.

As a senior and charter member of the
Homeland Security Committee, and the Rank-
ing Member of Judiciary Subcommittee on
Crime, Terrorism, Homeland Security, and In-
vestigations, | have spent the better part of the
last decade and a half working to craft policies
and provide the resources, personnel, equip-
ment, and funding needed to protect the secu-
rity of our homeland and the American people.

Jackson Lee Amendment Number 64 will
help ensure that those responsible for pro-
viding leadership in times of national emer-
gency have the skills and training to prevent,
mitigate, or recover from any major catas-
trophe, disaster, or tragedy that could befall
our nation.

| urge my colleagues to support En Bloc
Amendment Number 64 and thank the Chair-
man and Ranking Member for including Jack-
son Lee Amendment Number 64 in this impor-
tant measure.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
WALBERG).

Mr. WALBERG. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of two amendments I offered
to this year’s National Defense Author-
ization Act.

The amendment we are currently
considering requires the DOD to report
on the effectiveness of efforts to detect
and monitor drug trafficking, specifi-
cally heroin and fentanyl, which is dev-
astating my home State of Michigan
and the entire country.

The United States Southern Com-
mand is already doing important work
to interdict drug runners and provide
needed training to counternarcotic
teams in Central America.

My amendment would help quantify
those efforts and see what more can be
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done to combat the heroin and fentanyl
coming from this region.

The second bipartisan amendment,
which we will consider later today, re-
quires DOD to verify it has sufficient
access to Afghan accounts to guarantee
effective audits.

It is important that our military has
access to financial information to pro-
tect U.S. funds from waste, fraud, and
abuse, and ensure taxpayer resources
are being spent effectively.

I appreciate these amendments being
included en bloc. I urge the support of
my colleagues.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. PITTS).

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of my amendment, and I thank
the chairman for including it in the
next en bloc amendment, one that
brings accountability to countries
granting consent to Russian naval ves-
sels calling into port.

The aggressive posture and actions of
the Russian Federation over the last
few years has profoundly changed the
global landscape. Russia has invaded
Crimea, and currently still occupies
that region. And Russia directly inter-
vened militarily to shore up the Assad
regime in Syria.

The common thread that runs
through these two interventions is that
of warm water ports for the Russian
navy. Crimea’s port in Sevastopol and
Syria’s port of Tartus provide Russia
with access to the warm waters of the
Black Sea and the Mediterranean,
waters that are essential to Russia’s
reach of aggression.

Despite these aggressive actions,
some countries are accommodating the
Russian navy by allowing warships and
submarines to call into their ports.

Spain, although a cherished NATO
ally, grants Russia access to the ports
in its enclaves across the strategically
important Strait of Gibraltar, where
the United Kingdom has a Permanent
Joint Operating Base that hosts U.S.
ships.

Furthermore, Greece and Malta have
hosted Russian warships last year. The
recent high-profile visits to Cuba, Ven-
ezuela, and Nicaragua by Russia’s navy
in recent years are also cause for con-
cern.

Mr. Chairman, governments across
the globe should be isolating the Rus-
sian navy, not accommodating it.

The Russian navy must constantly
compete with geographic and strategic
disadvantages of lacking access to
warm blue waters of the world, but
these disadvantages are forfeited when
we lack a cohesive, unified effort to
deny Russian vessels the ability to call
into foreign ports.

With the inclusion of this amend-
ment, the Secretary of Defense will
have to report to Congress and, thus,
the American people on these in-
stances. And I hope governments will
think twice before offering up their
ports to Putin’s navy.
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I urge support of the underlying bill
as well.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 1 minute to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Illinois,
(Mr. KINZINGER).

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, I rise today in support of
amendment No. 74 in the en bloc, the
Blumenauer Special Immigrant Visa
amendment. I just want to speak to the
program broadly and quickly.

In Afghanistan, countless people put
their lives on the line to serve as trans-
lators, basically being the middle per-
son between American troops and the
population we are trying to secure.

Now, we promised them opportunity
to come into the United States, but
this process has been bogged down by
bureaucracy. In fact, many have been
in this process for years, and still in
the first steps because of the bureauc-
racy on this.

Unfortunately, today, actually, many
Afghans are being killed every day by
the Taliban, by ISIS, by al Qaeda, as a
result of having worked with us.

I want to thank Representative
MouLTON and Representative BLU-
MENAUER for their work on this. This is
a bipartisan issue, and one that I think
we ought to take very seriously, keep-
ing our commitment to those that help
us, because there will be a war again
some day, and we ought to be able to
maintain the trust of the population
we are there to secure.

So I thank Mr. BLUMENAUER for put-
ting this amendment in, and I thank
the chairman for accepting it.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chair, I yield
back the balance of my time.
Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, I

yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chair, I just think it is impor-
tant to pause for a second and just
think about what has just happened
here. We have had a package of amend-
ments that have been discussed, about
an equal number of Republicans and
Democrats. They have talked about
very important issues and contribu-
tions that they have made, but if a
Member then votes against final pas-
sage of the bill, the contributions are
nullified.

And I think it is just important to
step back and just reiterate that all of
us have provisions in this bill we agree
with and disagree with. We place dif-
ferent values on different parts of the
bill. But what has happened before is
that Members have put aside some per-
sonal differences and still paid atten-
tion to the larger purpose of the bill,
which is to support the men and
women who serve our country. I hope
that can happen again.

However proud Members may be of
the various provisions—and there are a
lot of good provisions from both sides
of the aisle—however proud they may
be of those, if you don’t support the
final bill, you are not accomplishing
very much.

I hope Members not only will support
this en bloc package, but the final
measure.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendments en bloc offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN-
BERRY).

The en bloc amendments were agreed
to.

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR.

THORNBERRY OF TEXAS

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
pursuant to House Resolution 735, I
offer amendments en bloc.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendments en bloc.

Amendments en bloc No. 5 consisting
of amendment Nos. 55, 56, 57, 58, 60, 61,
62, 68, 70, 74, 77, and 82 printed in House
Report 114-571, offered by Mr. THORN-
BERRY of Texas:

AMENDMENT NO. 55 OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR OF
ARIZONA

At the end of subtitle F of title X, add the
following new section:

SEC. 1070. BRIEFING ON REAL PROPERTY INVEN-
TORY.

(a) BRIEFING REQUIRED.—Not later than 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall brief the
Committee on Armed Services of the House
of Representatives on the status of the In-
stallation Geospatial Information and Serv-
ices of the Department of Defense as it re-
lates to the real property inventory of the
Department, and the extent to which the De-
partment has made use of the cadastral geo-
graphic information systems-based real
property inventory.

(b) MATTERS COVERED.—The briefing re-
quired by subsection (a) shall, at a min-
imum, cover the following:

(1) The status of current policies of the De-
partment governing real property inven-
tories and the use of geospatial information
systems, the status of real property inven-
tory in relation to the financial improve-
ment and audit readiness efforts of the De-
partment, and the status of implementation
of Department of Defense Instruction 8130.01,
Installation Geospatial Information and
Services (IGI&S).

(2) The extent to which the Department is
coordinating with the Federal Geographic
Data Committee, other Federal agencies,
and State and local governments, and how
existing Department standards and common
protocols ensure that the interoperability of
geospatial information complies with section
216 of the E-Government Act of 2002 (Public
Law 107-347; 44 U.S.C. 3501 note) and Execu-
tive Orders 12906 and 13327.

(3) The existing real property inventories
systems or any components of any cadastre
currently authorized by law or conducted by
the Department of Defense, the statutory au-
thorization for such inventories or compo-
nents, and the amount expended by the Fed-
eral Government for each such activity in
fiscal year 2015.

(4) A discussion of the Department’s abil-
ity to make this information publicly avail-
able on the Internet in a graphically geo-en-
abled and searchable format, and how the
Department plans to prevent the disclosure
of any parcel or parcels of land, any build-
ings or facilities on any such parcel, or any
information related to any such parcel,
building, or facility, if such disclosure would
impair or jeopardize the national security or
homeland defense of the United States.

(5) Any additional topics identified by the
Secretary.

AMENDMENT NO. 56 OFFERED BY MR. RUSSELL

OF OKLAHOMA
Page 423, after line 3, insert the following:
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SEC. 1071. REPORT ON ADJUSTMENT AND DIVER-
SIFICATION ASSISTANCE.

Not later than 90 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of De-
fense shall provide to the Committee on
Armed Services of the House of Representa-
tives a briefing on the adjustment and diver-
sification assistance authorized by sub-
sections (b) and (c) of section 2391 of title 10,
United States Code. Such briefing shall in-
clude each of the following:

(1) A description of the activities and pro-
grams currently being conducted under sub-
sections (b)(1) and (c) of such section, includ-
ing a list of the recipients of grants, and
amount received by each recipient, of such
activities and programs in each of the five
most recent fiscal years.

(2) For each of the five fiscal years pre-
ceding the fiscal year during which the brief-
ing is conducted, separate estimates of the
funding the Department of Defense has di-
rected to activities under each of clauses (A)
through (E) of paragraph (1) of subsection (b)
and under subsection (c¢) of such section and
the recipients of such funding.

AMENDMENT NO. 57 OFFERED BY MR. PITTS OF

PENNSYLVANIA

Page 542, after line 6, insert before ‘‘Such”’
the following: ‘“The number and type of tran-
sient Russian naval vessels that have uti-
lized ports of the country.”.

Page 542, line 8, insert before ‘‘and’ the
following: ‘¢, including the use of ports of
such country by transient Russian naval ves-
sels,””.

AMENDMENT NO. 58 OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF
IOWA

Insert at the end of subtitle F of title X the
following:

SEC. 1070. BRIEFING ON THE PROTECTION OF
PERSONALLY IDENTIFYING INFOR-
MATION OF MEMBERS OF THE
ARMED FORCES.

Not later than 90 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of De-
fense shall provide to the congressional de-
fense committees a briefing on the efforts of
the Department of Defense to protect the
personally identifiable information of mem-
bers of the Armed Forces and their families,
and of employees of the Department of De-
fense, which shall include—

(1) current and planned initiatives to pro-
tect the personally identifying information
of members of the Armed Forces and their
families, and employees of the Department
of Defense;

(2) the challenges encountered in carrying
out the activities described in paragraph (1);
and

(3) any trends related to fraudulent activ-
ity that targets the personally identifying
information of members of the Armed Forces
or their families, or employees of the De-
partment of Defense.

AMENDMENT NO. 60 OFFERED BY MR.
FITZPATRICK OF PENNSYLVANIA

Page 462, after line 13, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 1098. IMPORTANCE OF ROLE PLAYED BY
WOMEN IN WORLD WAR II.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds
lowing:

(1) National Rosie the Riveter Day is a col-
lective national effort to raise awareness of
the 16 million women working during World
War II.

(2) Americans have chosen to honor female
workers who contributed on the home front
during World War II.

(3) These women left their homes to work
or volunteer full-time in factories, farms,
shipyards, airplane factories, banks, and
other institutions in support of the military
overseas.

the fol-
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(4) These women worked with the USO and
Red Cross, drove trucks, riveted airplane
parts, collected critical materials, rolled
bandages, and served on rationing boards.

(5) It is fitting and proper to recognize and
preserve the history and legacy of working
women, including volunteer women, during
World War II to promote cooperation and fel-
lowship among such women and their de-
scendants.

(6) These women and their descendants
wish to further the advancement of patriotic
ideas, excellence in the workplace, and loy-
alty to the United States of America.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—Congress ac-
knowledges the important role played by
women in World War II.

AMENDMENT NO. 61 OFFERED BY MR. FORBES OF

VIRGINIA

At the end of subtitle G of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1098. RECOVERY OF EXCESS RIFLES, AMMU-

NITION, AND PARTS GRANTED TO
FOREIGN COUNTRIES AND TRANS-
FER TO CERTAIN PERSONS.

(a) RECOVERY.—Subchapter II of chapter
407 of title 36, United States Code, is amend-
ed by inserting after section 40728A the fol-
lowing new section:

“§40728B. Recovery of excess rifles, ammuni-
tion, and parts granted to foreign countries
and transfer to certain persons
‘‘(a) AUTHORITY TO RECOVER.—(1) Subject

to paragraph (2) and subsection (b), the Sec-

retary of the Army may acquire from any
person any rifle, ammunition, repair parts,

or other supplies described in section 40731(a)

of this title which were—

‘““(A) provided to any country on a grant
basis under the conditions imposed by sec-
tion 505 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(22 U.S.C. 2314) that became excess to the
needs of such country; and

‘(B) lawfully acquired by such person.

‘“(2) The Secretary of the Army may not
acquire anything under paragraph (1) except
for transfer to a person in the United States
under subsection (c).

‘“(8) The Secretary of the Army may accept
rifles, ammunition, repair parts, or other
supplies under paragraph (1) notwithstanding
section 1342 of title 31.

“(b) CosT OF RECOVERY.—The Secretary of
the Army may not acquire anything under
subsection (a) if the United States would
incur any cost for such acquisition.

‘“(c) AVAILABILITY FOR TRANSFER.—ANYy ri-
fles, ammunition, repair parts, or supplies
acquired under subsection (a) shall be avail-
able for transfer in the United States to the
person from whom acquired if such person—

‘(1) is licensed as a manufacturer, im-
porter, or dealer pursuant to section 923(a) of
title 18; and

‘(2) uses an ammunition depot of the Army
that is an eligible facility for receipt of any
rifles, ammunition, repair parts, or supplies
under this paragraph.

‘(d) CONTRACTS.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (k) of section 2304 of title 10, the Sec-
retary may enter into such contracts or co-
operative agreements on a sole source basis
pursuant to paragraphs (4) and (5) of sub-
section (c) of such section to carry out this
section.

‘“‘(e) AECA.—Transfers authorized under
this section may only be made in accordance
with applicable provisions of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2778).

‘“(f) RIFLE DEFINED.—In this section, the
term ‘rifle’ has the meaning given such term
in section 921 of title 18.”".

(b) SALE.—Section 40732 of such title is
amended—

(1) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘(d) SALES BY OTHER PERSONS.—A person
who receives a rifle or any ammunition, re-
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pair parts, or supplies under section 40728B(c)
of this title may sell, at fair market value,
such rifle, ammunition, repair parts, or sup-
plies. With respect to rifles other than cal-
iber .22 rimfire and caliber .30 rifles, the sell-
er shall obtain a license as a dealer in rifles
and abide by all requirements imposed on

persons licensed under chapter 44 of title 18,

including maintaining acquisition and dis-

position records, and conducting background
checks.””; and

(2) in subsection (c¢), in the heading, by in-
serting ‘“BY THE CORPORATION”’ after ‘‘LIMI-
TATION ON SALES”.

(¢c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of chapter 407 of
such title is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 40728A the following
new item:

““40728B. Recovery of excess rifles, ammuni-
tion, and parts granted to for-
eign countries and transfer to
certain persons.”.

AMENDMENT NO. 62 OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF

INDIANA

At the end of title X, add the following new
section:

SEC. 1098. PROJECT MANAGEMENT.

(a) DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR MANAGEMENT.—

(1) ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS.—Section 503 of
title 31, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(c) PROGRAM AND PROJECT MANAGEMENT.—

‘(1) REQUIREMENT.—Subject to the direc-
tion and approval of the Director, the Dep-
uty Director for Management or a designee
shall—

“(A) adopt governmentwide standards,
policies, and guidelines for program and
project management for executive agencies;

‘““(B) oversee implementation of program
and project management for the standards,
policies, and guidelines established under
subparagraph (A);

‘(C) chair the Program Management Pol-
icy Council established under section 1126(b);

‘(D) establish standards and policies for
executive agencies, consistent with widely
accepted standards for program and project
management planning and delivery;

‘“(E) engage with the private sector to
identify best practices in program and
project management that would improve
Federal program and project management;

‘“(F) conduct portfolio reviews to address
programs identified as high risk by the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office;

‘(G) not less than annually, conduct port-
folio reviews of agency programs in coordi-
nation with Project Management Improve-
ment Officers designated under section
1126(a)(1) to assess the quality and effective-
ness of program management; and

‘“(H) establish a 5-year strategic plan for
program and project management.

‘(2) APPLICATION TO DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply to the
Department of Defense to the extent that
the provisions of that paragraph are substan-
tially similar to or duplicative of—

““(A) the provisions of chapter 87 of title 10;
or

‘“(B) policy, guidance, or instruction of the
Department related to program manage-
ment.”.

(2) DEADLINE FOR STANDARDS, POLICIES, AND
GUIDELINES.—Not later than 1 year after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Deputy
Director for Management of the Office of
Management and Budget shall issue the
standards, policies, and guidelines required
under section 503(c) of title 31, United States
Code, as added by paragraph (1).

(3) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 90 days
after the date on which the standards, poli-
cies, and guidelines are issued under para-
graph (2), the Deputy Director for Manage-
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ment of the Office of Management and Budg-

et, in consultation with the Program Man-

agement Policy Council established under
section 1126(b) of title 31, United States

Code, as added by subsection (b)(1), and the

Director of the Office of Management and

Budget, shall issue any regulations as are

necessary to implement the requirements of

section 503(c) of title 31, United States Code,

as added by paragraph (1).

(b) PROGRAM MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT
OFFICERS AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT POLICY
COUNCIL.—

(1) AMENDMENT.—Chapter 11 of title 31,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“§1126. Program Management Improvement
Officers and Program Management Policy
Council
‘“(a) PROGRAM MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT

OFFICERS.—

‘(1) DESIGNATION.—The head of each agen-
cy described in section 901(b) shall designate
a senior executive of the agency as the Pro-
gram Management Improvement Officer of
the agency.

‘“(2) FUNCTIONS.—The Program Manage-
ment Improvement Officer of an agency des-
ignated under paragraph (1) shall—

““(A) implement program management
policies established by the agency under sec-
tion 503(c); and

‘“(B) develop a strategy for enhancing the
role of program managers within the agency
that includes the following:

‘(i) Enhanced training and educational op-
portunities for program managers that shall
include—

“(I) training in the relevant competencies
encompassed with program and project man-
ager within the private sector for program
managers; and

““(IT1) training that emphasizes cost con-
tainment for large projects and programs.

‘(ii) Mentoring of current and future pro-
gram managers by experienced senior execu-
tives and program managers within the
agency.

‘“(iii) Improved career paths and career op-
portunities for program managers.

‘“(iv) A plan to encourage the recruitment
and retention of highly qualified individuals
to serve as program managers.

“(v) Improved means of collecting and dis-
seminating best practices and lessons
learned to enhance program management
across the agency.

‘(vi) Common templates and tools to sup-
port improved data gathering and analysis
for program management and oversight pur-
poses.

‘“(3) APPLICATION TO DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE.—This subsection shall not apply to
the Department of Defense to the extent
that the provisions of this subsection are
substantially similar to or duplicative of the
provisions of chapter 87 of title 10. For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the Under Secretary
of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and
Logistics (or a designee of the Under Sec-
retary) shall be considered the Program
Management Improvement Officer.

“(b) PROGRAM MANAGEMENT PoLICY COUN-
CIL.—

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
in the Office of Management and Budget a
council to be known as the ‘Program Man-
agement Policy Council’ (in this subsection
referred to as the ‘Council’).

¢“(2) PURPOSE AND FUNCTIONS.—The Council
shall act as the principal interagency forum
for improving agency practices related to
program and project management. The Coun-
cil shall—

““(A) advise and assist the Deputy Director
for Management of the Office of Management
and Budget;
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“(B) review programs identified as high
risk by the General Accountability Office
and make recommendations for actions to be
taken by the Deputy Director for Manage-
ment of the Office of Management and Budg-
et or a designee;

‘(C) discuss topics of importance to the
workforce, including—

‘‘(i) career development and workforce de-
velopment needs;

‘“(ii) policy to support continuous improve-
ment in program and project management;
and

‘“(iii) major challenges across agencies in
managing programs;

‘(D) advise on the development and appli-
cability of standards governmentwide for
program management transparency; and

‘“(E) review the information published on
the website of the Office of Management and
Budget pursuant to section 1122.

““(3) MEMBERSHIP.—

““(A) COMPOSITION.—The Council shall be
composed of the following members:

‘(i) Five members from the Office of Man-
agement and Budget as follows:

‘(D) The Deputy Director for Management.

“(II) The Administrator of the Office of
Electronic Government.

“(III) The Administrator of Federal Pro-
curement Policy.

‘“(IV) The Controller of the Office of Fed-
eral Financial Management.

(V) The Director of the Office of Perform-
ance and Personnel Management.

‘‘(ii) The Program Management Improve-
ment Officer from each agency described in
section 901(b).

‘‘(iii) Other individuals as determined ap-
propriate by the Chairperson.

‘“(B) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Deputy Director for
Management of the Office of Management
and Budget shall be the Chairperson of the
Council. A Vice Chairperson shall be elected
by the members and shall serve a term of not
more than 1 year.

‘‘(ii) DUTIES.—The Chairperson shall pre-
side at the meetings of the Council, deter-
mine the agenda of the Council, direct the
work of the Council, and establish and direct
subgroups of the Council as appropriate.

‘“(4) MEETINGS.—The Council shall meet
not less than twice per fiscal year and may
meet at the call of the Chairperson or a ma-
jority of the members of the Council.

‘(6) SUPPORT.—The head of each agency
with a Project Management Improvement
Officer serving on the Council shall provide
administrative support to the Council, as ap-
propriate, at the request of the Chairperson.

*“(6) COMMITTEE DURATION.—Section 14(a)(2)
of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (b
U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to the Council.”.

(2) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 1
year after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget, in consultation with each Pro-
gram Management Improvement Officer des-
ignated under section 1126(a)(1) of title 31,
United States Code, shall submit to Congress
a report containing the strategy developed
under section 1126(a)(2)(B) of such title, as
added by paragraph (1).

(c) PROGRAM AND PROJECT MANAGEMENT
PERSONNEL STANDARDS.—

(1) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the
term ‘‘agency’ means each agency described
in section 901(b) of title 31, United States
Code, other than the Department of Defense.

(2) REGULATIONS REQUIRED.—Not later than
180 days after the date on which the stand-
ards, policies, and guidelines are issued
under section 503(c) of title 31, United States
Code, as added by subsection (a)(1), the Di-
rector of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment, in consultation with the Director of
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the Office of Management and Budget, shall

issue regulations that—

(A) identify key skills and competencies
needed for a program and project manager in
an agency;

(B) establish a new job series, or update
and improve an existing job series, for pro-
gram and project management within an
agency; and

(C) establish a new career path for program
and project managers within an agency.

(d) GAO REPORT ON EFFECTIVENESS OF
POLICIES ON PROGRAM AND PROJECT MANAGE-
MENT.—Not later than 3 years after the date
of enactment of this Act, the Government
Accountability Office shall issue, in conjunc-
tion with the High Risk list of the Govern-
ment Accountability Office, a report exam-
ining the effectiveness of the following on
improving Federal program and project man-
agement:

(1) The standards, policies, and guidelines
for program and project management issued
under section 503(c) of title 31, United States
Code, as added by subsection (a)(1).

(2) The b5-year strategic plan established
under section 503(c)(1)(H) of title 31, United
States Code, as added by subsection (a)(1).

(3) Program Management Improvement Of-
ficers designated under section 1126(a)(1) of
title 31, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (b)(1).

(4) The Program Management Policy Coun-
cil established under section 1126(b)(1) of
title 31, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (b)(1).

AMENDMENT NO. 68 OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF
ALASKA

In section 1101—

(1) in subsection (a), insert ‘‘or as a mili-
tary technician (dual status)’” after ‘‘Base’’;
and

(2) amend subsection (c¢) to read as follows:

(¢) DEFINITIONS.—In this section—

(1) the term ‘‘defense industrial base facil-
ity” means any Department of Defense
depot, arsenal, or shipyard located within
the United States; and

(2) the term ‘‘military technician (dual
status)’” has the meaning given such term in
section 10216 of title 10, United States Code.

AMENDMENT NO. 70 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY

OF VIRGINIA

At the end of subtitle A of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING AN
ASSESSMENT, MONITORING, AND
EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR SE-
CURITY COOPERATION.

It is the sense of Congress that—

(1) the Secretary of Defense should develop
and maintain an assessment, monitoring,
and evaluation framework for security co-
operation with foreign countries to ensure
accountability and foster implementation of
best practices; and

(2) such framework—

(A) should be consistent with interagency
approaches and existing best practices;

(B) should be sufficiently resourced and ap-
propriately placed within the Department of
Defense to enable the rigorous examination
and measurement of security cooperation ef-
forts towards meeting stated objectives and
outcomes; and

(C) should be used to inform security co-
operation planning, policies, and resource
decisions as well as ensure the effectiveness
and efficiency of security cooperation ef-
forts.

AMENDMENT NO. 74 OFFERED BY MR.
BLUMENAUER OF OREGON

Beginning on page 503, strike line 16
through page 504, line 11, and insert the fol-
lowing:

(a) ALIENS DESCRIBED.—Section
602(b)(2)(A)({1)(I) of the Afghan Allies Protec-
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tion Act of 2009 (8 U.S.C. 1101 note) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

“(I(aa) by, or on behalf of, the United
States Government, in the case of an alien
submitting an application for Chief of Mis-
sion approval pursuant to subparagraph (D)
before the date of the enactment of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2017; or

‘“‘(bb) in the case of an alien submitting an
application for Chief of Mission approval
pursuant to subparagraph (D) on or after the
date of the enactment of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2017,
in a capacity that required the alien—

““(AA) to serve as an interpreter or trans-
lator for personnel of the Department of
State or the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development in Afghanistan while
traveling away from United States embassies
or consulates with such personnel;

‘“(BB) to serve as an interpreter or trans-
lator for United States military personnel in
Afghanistan while traveling off-base with
such personnel; or

“(CC) to perform sensitive and trusted ac-
tivities for United States military personnel
stationed in Afghanistan; or’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 77 OFFERED BY MR. WELCH OF
VERMONT

At the end of subtitle B of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. MODIFICATION TO SEMIANNUAL RE-
PORT ON ENHANCING SECURITY
AND STABILITY IN AFGHANISTAN.

Subsection (b) of section 1225 of the Carl
Levin and Howard P. “Buck” McKeon Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2015 (Public Law 113-291; 128 Stat. 3550),
as amended by section 1213 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2016 (Public Law 114-92; 129 Stat. 1045), is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘“(8) AFGHAN PERSONNEL AND PAY SYSTEM.—
A description of the status of the implemen-
tation of the Afghan Personnel and Pay Sys-
tem (APPS) at the Afghan Ministry of Inte-
rior and the Afghan Ministry of Defense for
personnel funds provided through the Af-
ghanistan Security Forces Fund, including a
description of the following:

‘““(A) The expected completion date of in-
stallation and full implementation and utili-
zation of the APPS.

‘(B) If installation of the APPS is com-
plete at one, or both, ministries, the extent
to which the APPS is being utilized to dis-
tribute personnel funds to the Afghan Na-
tional Army and Afghan National Police.

‘“(C) If installation of the APPS is not
complete at one, or both, ministries, or full
implementation and utilization of the APPS
has not been achieved at one, or both, min-
istries, an explanation of any delays, any ex-
pected obstacles, and any additional support
that may be needed for installation or full
implementation and utilization.

‘(D) Any examples of intentional delay or
obstruction by members of the Government
of Afghanistan, to include one, or both, min-
istries, or any sub-unit thereof, to installing
or fully implementing or utilizing the APPS.

“(BE) If the APPS is fully implemented at
one, or both, ministries, the identified cost
savings to date, due to the elimination of
waste, fraud, and abuse at the ministry com-
pared to the previous payroll system. If the
APPS is not fully implemented at one, or
both, ministries, the expected cost savings
due to the elimination of waste, fraud, and
abuse at the ministry once the APPS is fully
implemented.

“(F) If the APPS is not fully implemented,
what steps the United States and Afghani-
stan are taking to mitigate waste, fraud, and
abuse in the disbursement of personnel funds



May 18, 2016

provided through the Afghanistan Security
Forces Fund.”.
AMENDMENT NO. 82 OFFERED BY MR. KILMER OF
WASHINGTON
Page 545, after line 22, insert the following:
‘“(22) A description of the People’s Republic
of China’s military and nonmilitary activi-
ties in the South China Sea.”.
At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:
SEC. 12xx. REDESIGNATION AND ENHANCEMENT
OF SOUTH CHINA SEA INITIATIVE.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that the United States should
continue supporting the efforts to the South-
east Asian nations to strengthen their mari-
time security capacity, domain awareness,
and integration of their capabilities.

(b) REDESIGNATION AS SOUTHEAST ASIA
MARITIME SECURITY INITIATIVE.—Subsection
(a)(2) of section 1263 of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2016 (Pub-
lic Law 114-92; 129 Stat. 1073; 10 U.S.C. 2282
note) is amended by striking ‘‘the ‘South
China Sea Initiative’” and inserting ‘‘the
‘Southeast Asia Maritime Security Initia-
tive’ .

(¢) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The heading
of such section is amended to read as follows:
“SEC. 1263. SOUTHEAST ASIA MARITIME SECU-

RITY INITIATIVE.”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY) and the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MoULTON) each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
WILSON), the distinguished chair of our
Subcommittee on Emerging Threats
and Capabilities.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. I
thank Chairman THORNBERRY for his
leadership of peace through strength.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of amendment No. 69, a bipartisan
amendment submitted with Ranking
Member JIM LANGEVIN.

As we reach to secure cyberspace and
protect American families from new
and emerging threats while encour-
aging innovation, we turn to the mu-
tual benefit that public-private part-
nerships provide industry employees
and Department of Defense personnel.

We have seen the success of public-
private partnerships already in the IT
field. This amendment will provide an
opportunity to expand the benefits of
the talent exchange to all components
of the Department of Defense.

The benefits to the military are
clear. These partnerships provide the
ability for fresh talent and concepts
from outside the government sector.

The private sector benefits as well by
having the flexibility to gain a unique
insight into how the government oper-
ates and engage in public service cre-
ating jobs.

This bipartisan amendment promotes
choice and opportunity that will ben-
efit America’s workers and the defense
community. Actually, the collabora-
tion will benefit all American families.
Therefore, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. PETERS).

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
support two amendments that we have
in the en bloc, the first on veteran hir-
ing, a sense of Congress amendment.

I rise to support a simple, but impor-
tant effort that everyone in this Cham-
ber can agree on. My amendment adds
to this bill a sense of Congress that the
Department of Defense should seek
ways to maximize the number of vet-
erans employed to build military con-
struction projects.

We are talking about good jobs here
that can help our veterans make the
transition to civilian life. In places
like San Diego, we have already had a
number of contractors employing high-
ly skilled veterans to do this work.

Many Members of this Chamber, on
both sides of the aisle, champion the
cause of hiring veterans. It is a policy
we have incentivized the private sector
to implement.

I hope Members will support this
amendment and join in showing that
our military readiness can be built by
those who know personally how impor-
tant that readiness is when fighting for
our freedom.

I also want to speak on integrated
missile defense. Mr. Chairman, Iran is
a chief sponsor of international ter-
rorism, and regularly threatens to ob-
literate Israel, our most important ally
in the region.

Those who supported agreement last
year to keep Iran from obtaining a nu-
clear weapon understood that the
JCPOA does not eliminate all of Iran’s
threats to the United States and our
partners in the Middle East.

My amendment would take further
steps to support our allies in the region
and crack down on Iranian aggression.

By vocalizing our support for work-
ing with Israel, the Gulf Cooperation
Council, Jordan, and Egypt, to build an
integrated missile defense system, we
can build off of the successes of Israel’s
existing missile defense network.

I support the funding authorizations
included in this year’s defense budget
that will continue to support Israel’s
missile defense program. Through a
smart, targeted approach with our
partners, we can continue to counter
Iranian aggression and promote secu-
rity.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 1 minute to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. CARTER).

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of this amendment package, which in-
cludes my amendment that ensures the
safety of Naval Submarine Base Kings
Bay.

Home to the Atlantic ballistic mis-
sile submarine fleet, Kings Bay’s con-
tributions to national security and to
the nuclear deterrence capabilities of
the U.S. fleet cannot be overstated.

Just south of the installation is a
low-use general aviation airport called
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St. Mary’s Airport. The flight lines for
their airport take civilian aircraft
right over the base, raising a number of
security concerns for the installation
and for the weapons packages stored
there.

The dangers this poses to our nuclear
stockpile is glaring, and this amend-
ment is the first step in remedying
that situation. This amendment would
allow for the relocation of the St.
Mary’s Airport service due to national
security concerns posed to Naval Sub-
marine Base Kings Bay.

This amendment has been a major
priority for the Navy, and provides
much-needed changes to security con-
cerns that have been persistent for a
number of years.

With this amendment, we can protect
our nuclear submarines while providing
new economic opportunities.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
support this amendment.

MR. MOULTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. RUIZ).

Mr. RUIZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of my amendment, the Counter
Iran Maritime Initiative.

0O 1845

Iran is a serious risk to our national
security. We must remain vigilant. We
must protect our troops and our allies
in the Middle East. This amendment
will help stop illegal arms shipments
from Iran to terrorists and protect our
national security. My amendment will
help keep American troops and our al-
lies in the region, including Israel,

safe.
It authorizes our military to provide
training, equipment, supplies, and

military construction to nations along
the Persian Gulf, the Arabian Sea, and
the Mediterranean Sea.

I am glad that there is broad, bipar-
tisan consensus on the need for this
amendment so that we can keep our
troops safe and shore up the safety of
our allies in the region.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ROSKAM).

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to tell you
briefly about the Roskam amendment,
which requires the President to provide
Congress with a comprehensive report
on Iran’s usage of commercial aircraft
for military and terrorist activity. You
say to yourself, Mr. Chairman: Why do
we need this? Why is this important?

Here is why. There is an important
American company that is actively
talking to the Iranians about the possi-
bility of selling aircraft to them.

Here is the problem with that. Every-
body—everybody—agrees that the Ira-
nians are the world’s largest state
sponsor of terror; and therefore, it goes
that if you give them something that is
useful for military purposes—that is,
aircraft—it is fungible, and it can be
used for any purpose. The notion that
the Iranians are going to use Boeing
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aircraft, for example, simply to trans-
port people on vacation back and forth
within Iran is profoundly naive.

So what this amendment does is it
puts the aircraft industry on notice
and it puts the Iranians on notice that
we are very interested in what they are
doing with commercial aircraft, for
what purpose.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman,
thanks again to the Armed Services
Committee for making in order with
the Rules Committee my three amend-
ments that I have discussed today, two
that I have already discussed, and this
one that I will now bring to my col-
leagues’ attention.

Today, walking out of the bush of Ni-
geria, it was determined that another
Chibok girl has been found, discovered,
or fled. The debate is whether or not
the military forces of Nigeria helped
her out. What we do know is that she
was missing for 2 years, along with the
200-plus girls that were taken. Fifty-
seven of them escaped in the imme-
diacy of the hours, and six of them
died, and this young woman has now
come out 2 years later.

Families are suffering, and Boko
Haram has become one of the most vile
and most vicious terrorist groups in
the world. They are affiliated with
ISIS, ISIL, but they have, if you will,
no conformity to any protocol but kill-
ing. They have burned and killed Mus-
lims and Christians alike, schools,
homes, mosques, and churches. They
have decapitated people. They have
sent 8-year-olds with bombs strapped
to their bodies to kill.

So my amendment is very straight-
forward.

As I do this, let me say that a num-
ber of you have joined Congresswoman
FREDERICA WILSON week after week
wearing red to bring the girls home.
She joined me, and we traveled to-
gether within weeks of the girls being
taken in 2014. We confronted families,
saw the pain, saw women with slashed
throats that had healed, and we saw
the leaders of government who then
were somewhat, if you will, challenged
about this task.

So my amendment is one that deals
with collaboration. It is a sense of Con-
gress that provides for condemning the
ongoing violence, expresses its support
for the Nigerian people, and calls on
the President to support Nigeria, Lake
Chad Basin, and the international com-
munity to ensure accountability for
crimes against humanity.

It also asks for the initiative that we
can engage the Department of Defense
to assist the Government of Nigeria
and countries in the Lake Chad Basin
to develop capacities to deploy and de-
stroy Boko Haram, obviously with the
use of possible security forces, recog-
nizing the Leahy amendment, but also
with technology.
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Lives are still in the midst. Lives are
still not being provided for.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. WOMACK).
The time of the gentlewoman has ex-
pired.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentlewoman an additional 1
minute.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
am asking that we collaborate with the
forces in Nigeria and the forces that
have been part of the multinational
task force to be able to have a strategy
that deals with Boko Haram.

This report can be critical in our ef-
forts to empower and complement the
efforts of the Multinational Joint Task
Force as well as the commitment es-
poused at the recent Lake Chad Basin
Regional Security Summit.

So I would say that we have to recog-
nize that we now have an individual.
This young woman can give us the in-
telligence. I am concerned that these
girls cannot be rescued now. This is
partly asking President Buhari of Nige-
ria to join in with this information—
this new information, the collaboration
that, hopefully, as we move through
this legislation, ongoing, right now—to
rescue those girls and also support the
idea of a special envoy to focus on the
dangers in the Lake Chad Basin region.

Let me compliment the African com-
mand. I met many of them when I was
in Nigeria. I think it is an excellent
command among all the other com-
mands. They can be dynamic in their
work.

My resolution, my amendment, my
sense of Congress, is to give us focus to
bring back the girls and save these
girls. We have the information. Bring
back these girls.

Mr. Chair, | thank Chairman THORNBERRY,
Ranking Member ADAM SMITH and the Rules
Committee for making in order and including
Jackson Lee Amendment Number 99 and in-
cluding it in En Bloc Amendment Number 8 to
the “National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2017.”

This is the third of 3 Jackson Lee amend-
ments made in order by the House Rules
Committee.

Jackson Lee Amendment Number 99, calls
for a report on efforts to combat Boko Haram
in Nigeria and the Lake Chad Basin.

In the wake of the Rules Committee making
this Amendment in order, | hold in my hand an
article entitled “#BringBackOurGirls: Chibok
Victim Found in Nigeria After 2 Years, Activist
Says.”

Two years after her captivity, we learn that
a 19 year Chibok school girl named Ameina
Nkeki was found Tuesday by the Civilian JTF
vigilante group, which fights alongside the Ni-
gerian military, in a village near the Sambisa
Forest.

Nkeki had a baby with her and told the mili-
tia members she had escaped from Boko
Haram captivity.

Indeed, just last night right before pre-
senting before the Rules Committee on this
Amendment, | met with a remarkable couple
whose name | do not want to mention in order
not to place their lives in danger.

This couple, through their NGO, helped in
the rescue, recovery and reintegration of over
10 Chibok girls.
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Because of their remarkable work, the girls
are now able to continue to pursue their edu-
cation. Unfortunately, the lives of these good
Samaritans are now in jeopardy.

| plan to do everything in my power to make
sure that they and the persons they seek to
empower are not harmed.

This is why | have introduced the bipartisan
measure H. Res. 528—Expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives regarding the
Victims of the Terror Protection Fund.

And this is why | am working on a measure
related to a Special Envoy on Boko Haram to
the Lake Chad Basin.

Support for this Amendment is timely as it
is:

1. Strongly condemns the ongoing violence
and the systematic gross human rights viola-
tions against the people of Nigeria and the
Lake Chad Basin carried out by Boko Haram;

2. Expresses support for the people of Nige-
ria and the Lake Chad Basin who wish to live
in a peaceful, economically prosperous, and
democratic region;

3. Calls on the President to support Nige-
rian, Lake Chad Basin, and International Com-
munity efforts to ensure accountability for
crimes against humanity committed by Boko
Haram against the people of Nigeria and the
Lake Chad Basin, particularly young girls kid-
napped from Chibok and other internally dis-
placed persons affected by the actions of
Boko Haram;

Additionally, the Report calls that no later
than 90 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Secretary of Defense, the Sec-
retary of State, and the Attorney General shall
jointly submit to Congress a report on efforts
to combat Boko Haram in Nigeria and the
Lake Chad Basin;

Among others, the report shall also include
the following elements:

1. A description of initiatives undertaken by
the Department of Defense to assist the Gov-
ernment of Nigeria and countries in the Lake
Chad Basin to develop capacities to deploy
special forces to combat Boko Haram;

2. A description of United States’ activities
to enhance the capacity of Nigeria and the
countries in the Lake Chad Basin to inves-
tigate and prosecute human rights violations
perpetrated against the people of Nigeria and
the Lake Chad Basin by Boko Haram, al-
Qaeda affiliates, and other terrorist organiza-
tions to promote respect for rule of law in Ni-
geria and the Lake Chad Basin;

3. This report can be critical in our efforts to
empower and complement the efforts of the
Multinational Joint Task Force (MNJTF) as
well as the commitments espoused at the re-
cent Lake Chad Basin Regional Security Sum-
mit.

Mr. Chair, the U.S. war on terror has been
waged for over a decade and the lesson is
clear that our adversaries adapt very quickly
because they are not constrained by geo-
graphic limitations.

In the beginning it was only Al Qaeda—now
the list includes Al Shabaab, Boko Haram
which last year affiliated itself with ISIS/ISIL.

Indeed, the data on persons affected by vio-
lent extremism is staggering.

There are now more than 2.2 million Nige-
rians, and over 450,000 internally-displaced
persons (IDPs) and refugees in neighboring
Cameroon, Chad and Niger.

An estimated 4.2 million people in the Lake
Chad Basin region face water and food secu-
rity crises, including 800,000 in Nigeria’s
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northern Borno and Yobe states, Nigeria,
where an estimated 184 children a day risk
starvation without the immediate provision of
emergency food assistance.

Boko Haram continues to claim responsi-
bility for atrocious and targeted violence rang-
ing from burnings, kidnappings and killings of
civilians and school children, such as the
Chibok girls and a suicide bombing of the
United Nations building in Abuja on August 26,
2011, that killed 21 people and injured dozens
more, many of them aid workers supporting
development projects across Nigeria.

Half of persons displaced are children.

| continue to commend the tireless efforts of
the United Nations, United States officials, Re-
gional Leaders, Civil Society Organizations,
Community Groups and good Samaritans who
have helped to support efforts of combatting
Boko Haram and securing peace and security
in Nigeria and the Lake Chad Basin.

Through this Amendment, we will establish
our strong support and commitment for the
protection and empowerment of the peoples of
Nigeria and the Lake Chad Basin who con-
tinue to face the threat of terrorism and violent
extremism from Syria to Nigeria and the Lake
Chad Basin which covers Cameroon, Niger,
Nigeria, Chad and everywhere in between.

As terrorist craft new strategies to threaten
our homeland and harm our allies, it is in the
U.S. security interest to double our counterter-
rorism efforts that identify, engage and em-
power people who are victimized by terrorist
groups like Boko Haram, Al Shabaab, Al
Qaeda and ISIS in Africa and Pakistan.

For this reason, our military must adapt as
quickly and as seamlessly as our adversaries
in empowering our allies.

Our message must be clear: the United
States must expand its capacity to meet the
terrorist threat where it emerges whether here
in the homeland or abroad.

The Nuremberg trials were essential in
bringing to justice war criminals who com-
mitted acts of barbarism against civilians and
military personnel during World War I, but a
critical component of bringing war criminals to
justice is the gathering and preservation of
evidence.

No person whether they travel to a battle
field and later return to their native country or
live in the region where they commit acts of
terrors should rest well because they believe
that no one will come to seek justice on behalf
of the millions of lives destroyed.

Our message must be clear: terrorism will
not thrive on our watch.

| ask for your support of this Amendment.

[May 18, 2016]
#BRINGBACKOURGIRLS: CHIBOK VICTIM FOUND
IN NIGERIA AFTER 2 YEARS, ACTIVIST SAYS
(By Alexander Smith)

The mass kidnapping of 276 schoolgirls by
Boko Haram from the Nigerian town of
Chibok in April 2014 ignited an international
outcry. The ensuing#BringBackOurGirls
campaign was backed by the likes of
Michelle Obama, while the U.S. and other
countries sent military assistance.

A handful of the kidnapped girls managed
to escape early on but most were never
found.

Both Nigeria’s military and the
#BringBackOurGirls campaign said Wednes-
day that one of the girls was now in safe
hands—but gave conflicting information on
the circumstances and her identity.

Bukky Shonibare, one of the strategic
team members of the #BringBackOurGirls
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campaign, told NBC News that a 19-year-old
named Ameina Nkeki was found Tuesday by
the Civilian JTF vigilante group, which
fights alongside the Nigerian military, in a
village near the Sambisa Forest.

Nkeki had a baby with her and told the mi-
litia members she had escaped from Boko
Haram captivity, Shonibare said, noting that
the details of the girl’s escape were not im-
mediately clear.

This is a major, major breakthrough—this
is the breakthrough we’ve been waiting for,”
she said.

Nkeki was taken to a military base in
Damboa before being brought to her mother
and her former high-school head teacher—
both of whom positively confirmed her iden-
tify, according to Shonibare.

The activists are ‘100 percent sure that
this was one of the Chibok girls,”” Shonibare
added.

Col. Sani Usman, a spokesman for the Ni-
gerian Army, confirmed via WhatsApp mes-
sage that one of the kidnapped Chibok girls
had been recovered.

He added in a statement that the girl was
“‘rescued” by ‘‘our troops’ near Damboa. It
was not immediately clear if he was refer-
ring to his soldiers or the JTF.

Usman’s statement also identified the girl
as Falmata Mbalala—which did not cor-
respond to the name given by Shonibare and
the Bring Back Our Girls movement.

Both Usman and Shonibare insisted they
had the correct name for the young woman.
NBC News was not immediately able to rec-
oncile the differing accounts.

While the Chibok Girls drew the most
international attention, an estimated 2,000—
plus women and girls have been abducted
during Boko Haram’s violent campaign in
Nigeria. Chibok may not even be the largest
group to be kidnapped, with Human Rights
Watch reporting that some 400 people were
taken from the town of Damasak last year.

The army gave details of a large-scale op-
eration against Boko Haram on Tuesday—
the day the young woman was reportedly
found—in Sambisa forest.

The military said troops killed 15 Boko
Haram fighters after coming under heavy
fire in the area of Alafa.

Troops also rescued 41 hostages—mainly
women and children the military added in a
statement.

While Nigeria’s government has publicly
touted an aggressive campaign to beat back
Boko Haram, its failure to find the girls has
drawn criticism.

The news comes one day after the presi-
dent’s wife, Aisha Buhari, presented ‘‘sym-
bolic’’ checks to the mothers of the missing
girls.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I very much appreciate Chairman
THORNBERRY’S acceptance of my
amendments No. 100 and No. 125. The
first recognizes the heroic efforts of the
Pakistani doctor, Dr. Afridi, who
helped us bring to justice Osama bin
Laden, the prime mover in the mas-
sacre of 3,000 Americans on 9/11.

Dr. Afridi is a courageous hero who
enabled us to destroy this terrorist
monster. He continues to languish in a
Pakistani dungeon. This amendment
was adopted by the House during con-
sideration of past defense authoriza-
tion acts but was stripped out during
conference negotiations with the Sen-
ate. This is a shameful slap in the face
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to Dr. Afridi and other heroic friends
around the world who put themselves
at risk to stand up with us.

Who will trust us? Who will stand
with us if we betray our friends like
this? It is time to end this irrational
support that we give to Pakistan. It is
only prudent that we increase—which
is another one of the amendments I
talk about today—certification re-
quired to release American military or
economic aid to Pakistan.

It behooves us not to finance Paki-
stan’s brutal suppression of ethnic
groups and religious minorities like
the Baloch and the Sindhis who are
under attack today simply for seeking
their political and religious freedom.

I would ask my colleagues to join
with me and to stand also with the peo-
ple around the world. Send a message:
If you stand with the United States, we
will not forget you; we will stand with
you. The people of the United States
and the United States Congress stand
tall with you and appreciate that you
have risked your lives in a way that
saved American lives.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further speakers, and so I urge adop-
tion of the en bloc amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
WILSON).

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I rise today in support of
the bipartisan amendment with Con-
gressman SETH MOULTON, No. 95, that
would increase transparency and ac-
countability—in addition to promoting
peace through strength.

In the past few months, the Tehran
regime has repeatedly pushed the
boundaries of the dangerous Iran deal
and on United Nations Security Coun-
cil resolutions. Since January, the Ira-
nian regime has tested at least two
intercontinental ballistic missiles, in-
cluding one that had the writing
“Israel should be wiped off the Earth,”
written in Hebrew. These ICBMs have
the ability to reach Israel and other al-
lies in the Middle East from south-
eastern Europe to India.

Sadly, the American people have not
received satisfactory answers about
why the actions by Iran are without re-
percussions. This amendment will re-
quire a quick and clear response: Why
or why not did the ICBM tests violate
international agreements, and what re-
sponse the administration will take.

This bipartisan amendment will hold
the administration accountable and re-
quire a timely and thorough report on
our response to hostile actions.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote in support.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
HOLDING).

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Chairman, let me
begin by thanking both Chairman
THORNBERRY and Chairman ROYCE for
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their assistance in helping to craft this
amendment, and also let me thank
Ranking Member ENGEL and Dr. Bera,
who joined Chairman ROYCE as original
COSpONsors.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment truly
is a testament to the broad, bipartisan
support for the U.S.-India relationship
here in Congress. Our agreement is
straightforward. It seeks to promote
greater defense trade and encourage
additional military cooperation be-
tween the United States and India.

I believe that by requiring our gov-
ernment to take actions such as
strengthening the Defense Technology
and Trade Initiative and encouraging
combined military planning with India,
we can make certain that the U.S.-
India defense relationship endures.

Mr. Chairman, given the dynamic na-
ture of the Indo-Pacific region and its
importance to our own national secu-
rity and future economic growth, now
is the time to build on recent successes
and propel the U.S.-India strategic
partnership forward.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
urge adoption, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Chair, | rise in sup-
port of Amendment Number 70.

| want to thank Representative CONNOLLY
for his good work on this amendment.

DOD is one of the last agencies that imple-
ment most of our foreign aid to come up with
an evaluation policy. USAID has one. The
State Department has one. The Millennium
Challenge Corporation has one. But not DOD.

Evaluations do not just trace how money is
spent. Evaluations help us figure out if the
money is achieving its intended outcome. Is it
working? Is it making a lasting difference?

The good news is that the DOD is working
on an evaluation policy now. But just because
they are working on it doesn’t mean it will get
done. We all know what bureaucrats can do if
given the time.

Amendment Number 70 makes it clear that
Congress supports a strong evaluation policy.

We should be doing rigorous evaluation on
all our foreign aid because Americans deserve
to know how their money is being spent. And
that’s just the way it is.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. COLLINS of
Georgia). The question is on the
amendments en bloc offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN-
BERRY).

The en bloc amendments were agreed
to.

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR.

THORNBERRY OF TEXAS

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
pursuant to House Resolution 735, I
offer amendments en bloc.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendments en bloc.

Amendments en bloc consisting of
amendment Nos. 71, 72, 73, 75, 76, 78, 79,
88, 89, 90, 91, and 92 printed in House
Report 114-571, offered by Mr. THORN-
BERRY of Texas:

AMENDMENT NO. 71 OFFERED BY MR. ROONEY OF
FLORIDA

At the end of subtitle A of title XII, add

the following:
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SEC. 12xx. REPORT ON THE PROHIBITION ON USE
OF FUNDS FOR ASSISTANCE TO
UNITS OF FOREIGN SECURITY
FORCES THAT HAVE COMMITTED A
GROSS VIOLATION OF HUMAN
RIGHTS.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 60
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to
the congressional defense committees a re-
port on its implementation of section 294 of
title 10, United States Code (relating to pro-
hibition on use of funds for assistance to
units of foreign security forces that have
committed a gross violation of human
rights).

(b) MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED.—The report
required under subsection (a) shall contain
the following:

(1) A detailed description of the policies
and procedures governing the manner in
which Department of Defense personnel iden-
tify and report information on gross viola-
tions of human rights and how such informa-
tion is shared with personnel responsible for
implementing the prohibition in subsection
(a)(1) of section 294 of title 10, United States
Code.

(2) The funding expended in fiscal years
2015 and 2016 for purposes of implementing
section 294 of title 10, United States Code, in-
cluding any relevant training of personnel,
and a description of the titles, roles, and re-
sponsibilities of the personnel responsible for
reviewing credible information relating to
human rights violations and the personnel
responsible for making decisions regarding
the implementation of the prohibition in
subsection (a)(1) of such section 294.

(3) An addendum that includes any findings
or recommendations included in any report
issued by a Federal Inspector General related
to the implementation of section 294 of title
10, United States Code, and, as appropriate,
the Department of Defense’s response to
such findings or recommendations.

(4) Any other matters the Secretary deter-
mines is appropriate.

(¢c) FORM.—The report required under sub-
section (a) shall be submitted in unclassified
form, but may include a classified annex.

AMENDMENT NO. 72 OFFERED BY MR. POE OF

TEXAS

Page 497, line 11, strike ‘‘and’ at the end.

Page 497, line 16, strike the period and in-
sert *‘; and”’.

Page 497, after line 16, insert the following:

(4) Pakistan has shown progress in arrest-
ing and prosecuting Haqqani network senior
leaders and mid-level operatives.

AMENDMENT NO. 73 OFFERED BY MR.
ROHRABACHER OF CALIFORNIA

Page 497, line 11, strike ‘‘and’.

Page 497, line 16, strike the period at the
end and insert ‘‘; and’’.

Page 497, after line 16, insert the following:

(4) Pakistan is not using its military or
any funds or equipment provided by the
United States to persecute minority groups
seeking political or religious freedom, in-
cluding the Balochi, Sindhi, and Hazara eth-
nic groups and minority religious groups, in-
cluding Christian, Hindu, and Ahmadiyya
Muslim.

AMENDMENT NO. 75 OFFERED BY MR.
ROHRABACHER OF CALIFORNIA

At the end of subtitle B of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. SENSE OF CONGRESS RELATING TO
DR. SHAKIL AFRIDI.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress
lowing:

(1) The attacks of September 11, 2001,
killed approximately 3,000 people, most of
whom were Americans, but also included
hundreds of individuals with foreign citizen-
ships, nearly 350 New York Fire Department

finds the fol-
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personnel, and about 50 law enforcement offi-
cers.

(2) Downed United Airlines flight 93 was re-
portedly intended, under the control of the
al-Qaeda high-jackers, to crash into the
White House or the Capitol in an attempt to
kill the President of the United States or
Members of the United States Congress.

(3) The September 11, 2001, attacks were
largely planned and carried out by the al-
Qaeda terrorist network led by Osama bin
Laden and his deputy Ayman al Zawahiri,
after which Osama bin Laden enjoyed safe
haven in Pakistan from where he continued
to plot deadly attacks against the United
States and the world.

(4) The United States has obligated nearly
$30 billion between 2002 and 2014 in United
States taxpayer money for security and eco-
nomic aid to Pakistan.

(5) The United States very generously and
swiftly responded to the 2005 Kashmir Earth-
quake in Pakistan with more than $200 mil-
lion in emergency aid and the support of sev-
eral United States military aircraft, approxi-
mately 1,000 United States military per-
sonnel, including medical specialists, thou-
sands of tents, blankets, water containers
and a variety of other emergency equipment.

(6) The United States again generously and
swiftly contributed approximately $150 mil-
lion in emergency aid to Pakistan following
the 2010 Pakistan flood, in addition to the
service of nearly twenty United States mili-
tary helicopters, their flight crews, and
other resources to assist the Pakistan
Army’s relief efforts.

(7) The United States continues to work
tirelessly to support Pakistan’s economic de-
velopment, including millions of dollars allo-
cated towards the development of Pakistan’s
energy infrastructure, health services and
education system.

(8) The United States and Pakistan con-
tinue to have many critical shared interests,
both economic and security related, which
could be the foundation for a positive and
mutually beneficial partnership.

(9) Dr. Shakil Afridi, a Pakistani physi-
cian, is a hero to whom the people of the
United States, Pakistan and the world owe a
debt of gratitude for his help in finally locat-
ing Osama bin Laden before more innocent
American, Pakistani and other lives were
lost to this terrorist leader.

(10) Pakistan, the United States and the
international community had failed for near-
ly 10 years following attacks of September
11, 2001, to locate and bring Osama bin
Laden, who continued to kill innocent civil-
ians in the Middle East, Asia, Europe, Africa
and the United States, to justice without the
help of Dr. Afridi.

(11) The Government of Pakistan’s impris-
onment of Dr. Afridi presents a serious and
growing impediment to the United States’
bilateral relations with Pakistan.

(12) The Government of Pakistan has lev-
eled and allowed baseless charges against Dr.
Afridi in a politically motivated, spurious
legal process.

(13) Dr. Afridi is currently imprisoned by
the Government of Pakistan, a deplorable
and unconscionable situation which calls
into question Pakistan’s actual commitment
to countering terrorism and undermines the
notion that Pakistan is a true ally in the
struggle against terrorism.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that Dr. Shakil Afridi is an inter-
national hero and that the Government of
Pakistan should release him immediately
from prison.

AMENDMENT NO. 76 OFFERED BY MR. WALBERG
OF MICHIGAN

At the end of subtitle B of title XII (page

504, after line 25), add the following:
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SEC. 1217. REPORT ON ACCESS TO FINANCIAL
RECORDS OF THE GOVERNMENT OF
AFGHANISTAN TO AUDIT THE USE
OF FUNDS FOR ASSISTANCE FOR AF-
GHANISTAN.

Not later than December 31, 2017, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit to Congress a
report on the extent to which the Combined
Security Transition Command-Afghanistan
has adequate access to financial records of
the Government of Afghanistan to audit the
use of funds authorized to be appropriated by
this Act or otherwise made available for fis-
cal year 2017 for assistance for Afghanistan.

AMENDMENT NO. 78 OFFERED BY MR.
FORTENBERRY OF NEBRASKA

Page 507, line 7, strike “‘and”’.

Page 507, line 11, strike the period and in-
sert ‘‘; and”’.

Page 507, after line 11, insert the following:

(4) securing safe areas, including the
Nineveh Plain, for purposes of resettling and
reintegrating ethnic and religious minori-
ties, including victims of genocide, into their
homelands, is a critical component of a safe,
secure, and sovereign Iraq.

AMENDMENT NO. 79 OFFERED BY MR.
FORTENBERRY OF NEBRASKA

Page 510, line 24, insert ‘‘including ethnic
and religious minority groups,” after ‘‘local
security forces,”’.

AMENDMENT NO. 88 OFFERED BY MR. CICILLINE
OF RHODE ISLAND

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. OPPORTUNITIES TO EQUIP CERTAIN
FOREIGN MILITARY ENTITIES.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Defense, in consultation with the Secretaries
of the military departments and the Sec-
retary of State, shall submit to Congress a
report that describes—

(1) efforts to make United States manufac-
turers aware of opportunities to equip for-
eign military entities that have been ap-
proved to receive assistance from the United
States; and

(2) any new plans or strategies to raise
United States manufacturers’ awareness
with respect to such opportunities.

AMENDMENT NO. 89 OFFERED BY MR. COOPER OF
TENNESSEE

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following new section:

SEC. 12 . REPORTS ON INF TREATY AND OPEN
SKIES TREATY.

(a) REPORTS.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall
submit to the appropriate congressional
committees the following reports:

(1) A report on the Open Skies Treaty con-
taining—

(A) an assessment, conducted by the Chair-
man jointly with the Secretary of Defense
and the Secretary of State, of whether and
why, the Treaty remains in the national se-
curity interest of the United States, includ-
ing if there are compliance concerns related
to implementation by the Russian Federa-
tion of the Treaty;

(B) a specific plan by the Chairman jointly
with the Secretary of Defense and the Sec-
retary of State on remedying any such com-
pliance concerns; and

(C) a military assessment conducted by the
Chairman of such compliance concerns.

(2) A report on the INF Treaty con-
taining—

(A) an assessment, conducted by the Chair-
man jointly with the Secretary of Defense
and the Secretary of State, of whether and
why, the Treaty remains in the national se-
curity interest of the United States, includ-
ing how any ongoing violation bear on the
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assessment if such a violation is not resolved
in the near-term;

(B) a specific plan by the Chairman jointly
with the Secretary of Defense and the Sec-
retary of State to remedy violation by the
Russian Federation of the Treaty, and a
judgment of whether Russia intends to take
the steps required to establish verifiable evi-
dence that Russia has resumed its compli-
ance with the Treaty if such non-compliance
and inconsistencies are not resolved by the
date of the enactment of this Act; and

(C) a military assessment conducted by the
Chairman of the risks posed by Russia’s vio-
lation of the Treaty.

(b) UPDATE.—Not later than February 15,
2018, the Chairman, the Secretary of Defense,
and the Secretary of State shall jointly sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees an update to each report under sub-
section (a).

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’” means—

(A) the Committee on Armed Services and
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
House of Representatives; and

(B) the Committee on Armed Services and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate.

(2) The term “INF Treaty’” means the
Treaty Between the United States of Amer-
ica and the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics on the Elimination of  Their
Intermediate- Range and Shorter-Range Mis-
siles, commonly referred to as the Inter-
mediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty,
signed at Washington December 8, 1987, and
entered into force June 1, 1988.

(3) The term ‘“‘Open Skies Treaty’’ means
the Treaty on Open Skies, done at Helsinki
March 24, 1992, and entered into force Janu-
ary 1, 2002.

AMENDMENT NO. 90 OFFERED BY MS. FRANKEL
OF FLORIDA

At the end of subtitle E of title XII add the
following:

SEC. 12xx. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING THE
ROLE OF THE UNITED STATES IN
THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY OR-
GANIZATION.

It is the sense of Congress that continued
United States leadership in the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization is critical to the na-
tional security of the United States.

AMENDMENT NO. 91 OFFERED BY MR. HIGGINS OF
NEW YORK

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. AUTHORIZATION OF UNITED STATES
ASSISTANCE TO ISRAEL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President is author-
ized to provide assistance to Israel to im-
prove maritime security and maritime do-
main awareness.

(b) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—Activities that
may be supported by assistance under sub-
section (a) include the following:

Q) Procurement, maintenance, and
sustainment of the David’s Sling Weapon
System for purposes of intercepting short-
range missiles.

(2) Payment of incremental expenses of
Israel that are incurred by Israel as the di-
rect result of participation in a bilateral or
multilateral exercise of the United States
Navy or Coast Guard.

(3) Visits of United States naval vessels at
ports of Israel.

(4) Conduct of joint research and develop-
ment for advanced maritime domain aware-
ness capabilities.

(c) SUNSET.—This section shall terminate
on the date that is 5 years after the date of
the enactment of this Act.
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AMENDMENT NO. 92 OFFERED BY MR. TED LIEU
OF CALIFORNIA
At the end of subtitle E of title XII add the
following:

SEC. 12xx. SENSE OF CONGRESS IN SUPPORT OF
A DENUCLEARIZED KOREAN PENIN-
SULA.

It is the sense of Congress that United
States foreign policy should support a
denuclearized Korean peninsula.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY) and the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MOULTON) each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
have no speakers here at this point,
and I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Rhode Island (Mr. CICILLINE).

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to begin by
thanking the chairman and the rank-
ing member for including my amend-
ment in the en bloc amendment. This
amendment will require a report de-
tailing plans to inform American man-
ufacturers about opportunities to equip
foreign militaries receiving U.S. assist-
ance.

Each year, our country provides bil-
lions of dollars to our international
partners in military assistance to fos-
ter security relationships and to ensure
our national security. This is a worth-
while investment necessary to preserve
American interests abroad, but we need
to make sure that American busi-
nesses, particularly American manu-
facturers, are given ample opportunity
to compete for these taxpayer-funded
contracts.

My amendment helps ensure Amer-
ican companies are aware of what op-
portunities are available to them and
to their employees. By ensuring more
American companies are aware of these
opportunities, we can support job
growth among American companies,
which in turn will support the overall
health of our economy and our Na-
tion’s defense industrial base.

Increased competition also helps en-
sure that our international partners
are provided with the highest quality
products available, thus helping to bet-
ter secure their own better future and
protecting our own national security
interests.

J 1900

The amendment simply ensures that
American businesses have the oppor-
tunity to compete for these contracts
so that as we are building up and secur-
ing our national security interests
around the world, we are also strength-
ening American jobs, American manu-
facturing, and growing our economy.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
continue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr.
yield myself 3 minutes.

Chairman, I
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak
about a bipartisan amendment that
passed the full Committee on Armed
Services, and also had to go through
the Foreign Affairs Committee to be
approved. It calls on the administra-
tion to report to Congress on a com-
prehensive political and military strat-
egy for our fight against ISIS in the
Middle East.

Mr. Chairman, we are sending troops
back into Iraq today, just 7 or 8 years
after we pulled the last troops out.
Many of the battles they are fighting
have familiar names—Fallujah,
Ramadi, and Haditha—battles that we
fought and won a long time ago. But
we did not have a strategy to ensure
the peace.

Mr. Clausewitz taught us about 200
years ago that war is an extension of
politics.

We have to have a political endgame
for our fight in Iraq, or we will find
ourselves continually going back there
again and again. When Iraqi politics
fail, a new terrorist group sweeps in;
and American troops are left to pick up
the mess.

If you think about what happened
when ISIS swept in from Syria and en-
tered western, then northern Iraq, the
Iraqi army wasn’t just defeated by
ISIS. The Iraqi Army put their weap-
ons down and went home because they
had lost faith in the Iraqi Government.

We must have a long-term, com-
prehensive political and military strat-
egy. We owe it to the troops to ensure
that their efforts will not be in vain.

I am proud of the bipartisan support
for this amendment, both on the
Armed Services Committee and the
Foreign Affairs Committee, and I am
especially proud that the chairman
worked with me to get it adopted. I am
glad that it is included in the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, I urge
adoption of the amendments en bloc.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Chair, on Sept. 22,
2011, Adm. Mike Mullen, then chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, testified before the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee that the
Hagqani Network was behind the 2011 attack
on our embassy and a truck bombing that
wounded more than 70 U.S. and NATO
troops. Adm. Mullen went on to say, “The
Haqgqani Network acts as a veritable arm of
Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence agency.”

Last year, the Haggani Network and the
Taliban killed more Afghan civilians and troops
than in any other year since the Taliban was
toppled in 2001.

My amendment adds a fourth condition on
the aid to Pakistan. This new condition re-
quires the Administration to certify that Paki-
stan has shown progress in arresting and
prosecuting Haqgani Network senior leaders
and mid-level operatives.

This forces Pakistan to make a choice: ei-
ther go after the Haqgani Network in a public
way that it has never done before or lose hun-
dreds of millions of dollars of US aid.

And that’s just the way it is.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendments en bloc offered by
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the gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN-
BERRY).

The en bloc amendments were agreed
to.

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR.

THORNBERRY OF TEXAS

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
pursuant to House Resolution 735, I
offer amendments en bloc.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendments en bloc.

Amendments en bloc No. 7 consisting
of amendment Nos. 80, 81, 83, 84, 85, 86,
87, 93, 94, 95, 96, and 97 printed in House
Report 114-571, offered by Mr. THORN-
BERRY of Texas:

AMENDMENT NO. 80 OFFERED BY MR. PEARCE OF
NEW MEXICO

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON BUSINESS
PRACTICES OF THE ISLAMIC STATE
OF IRAQ AND SYRIA (ISIS).

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds
lowing:

(1) For nearly two years, the Islamic State
of Iraq and Syria (ISIS) has capitalized on
established oil production facilities through-
out Iraq and Syria in order to fund its
jihadist operations globally.

(2) Oil production and sale represent the
largest and most vulnerable income factors
for ISIS.

(3) In 2015, ISIS oil sales brought in over
$400,000,000 to prop up the terror group’s op-
erations world-wide.

(4) ISIS has executed a robust recruitment
scheme to staff and operate the oil facilities
within the group’s control and maintained
smuggling routes for the sale of that oil.

(5) Further disrupting ISIS oil production
and sale structures would be minimally
invasive but would effectively curtail the
terror group’s ability to self-finance.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the United States should focus
all necessary efforts in the Middle East to
disrupt the financing of the Islamic State of
Iraq and Syria (ISIS) through oil production
and sale.

AMENDMENT NO. 81 OFFERED BY MR. YOHO OF

FLORIDA

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. PROHIBITION ON TRANSFER OF MAN-
PORTABLE AIR DEFENSE SYSTEMS
TO ANY ENTITY IN SYRIA.

None of the funds authorized to be appro-
priated by this Act or otherwise made avail-
able for the Department of Defense for fiscal
year 2017 may be obligated or expended to
transfer or facilitate the transfer of man-
portable air defense systems (MANPADS) to
any entity in Syria.

AMENDMENT NO. 83 OFFERED BY MR. POE OF

TEXAS

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12 . MEASURES AGAINST PERSONS IN-
VOLVED IN ACTIVITIES THAT VIO-
LATE ARMS CONTROL TREATIES OR
AGREEMENTS WITH THE UNITED
STATES.

(a) IMPOSITION OF MEASURES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-
section (c), on and after the date that is 90
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the President shall impose the measures
described in subsection (b) with respect to—

(A) a person the President determines—

(i)(I) is an individual who is a citizen, na-
tional, or permanent resident of a country
described in paragraph (2); or

(IT) is an entity organized under the laws of
a country described in paragraph (2); and

the fol-
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(ii) has engaged in any activity that con-
tributed to or is a significant factor in the
President’s or the Secretary of State’s deter-
mination that such country is not in full
compliance with its obligations as further
described in paragraph (2); and

(B) a person the President determines has
provided material support to a person de-
scribed in subparagraph (A).

(2) COUNTRY DESCRIBED.—A country de-
scribed in this paragraph is a country that
the President or the Secretary of State has
determined, in the most recent annual report
submitted to Congress pursuant to section
403 of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Act (22 U.S.C. 2593a), is not in full compli-
ance with its obligations undertaken in all
arms control, nonproliferation, and disar-
mament agreements or commitments to
which the United States is a participating
state.

(b) MEASURES DESCRIBED.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The measures to be im-
posed with respect to a person under sub-
section (a) are the head of any executive
agency (as defined in section 133 of title 41,
United States Code) may not enter into,
renew, or extend a contract for the procure-
ment of goods or services with the person.

(2) EXCEPTION FOR MAJOR ROUTES OF SUP-
PLY.—The requirement to impose measures
under paragraph (1) shall not apply with re-
spect to any contract for the procurement of
goods or services along a major route of sup-
ply to a zone of active combat or major con-
tingency operation.

(3) REQUIREMENT TO REVISE REGULATIONS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Federal Acquisition Regulation, the De-
fense Federal Acquisition Regulation Sup-
plement, and the Uniform Administrative
Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit
Requirements for Federal Awards shall be re-
vised to implement paragraph (1)(B).

(B) CERTIFICATIONS.—The revisions to the
Federal Acquisition Regulation under sub-
paragraph (A) shall include a requirement
for a certification from each person that is a
prospective contractor that the person, and
any person owned or controlled by the per-
son, does not engage in any activity de-
scribed in subsection (a)(1)(A)(ii).

(C) REMEDIES.—If the head of an executive
agency determines that a person has sub-
mitted a false certification under subpara-
graph (B) on or after the date on which the
applicable revision of the Federal Acquisi-
tion Regulation required by this paragraph
becomes effective—

(i) the head of that executive agency shall
terminate a contract with such person or
debar or suspend such person from eligibility
for Federal contracts for a period of not less
than 2 years;

(ii) any such debarment or suspension shall
be subject to the procedures that apply to
debarment and suspension under the Federal
Acquisition Regulation under subpart 9.4 of
part 9 of title 48, Code of Federal Regula-
tions; and

(iii) the Administrator of General Services
shall include on the List of Parties Excluded
from Federal Procurement and Nonprocure-
ment Programs maintained by the Adminis-
trator under part 9 of the Federal Acquisi-
tion Regulation each person that is debarred,
suspended, or proposed for debarment or sus-
pension by the head of an executive agency
on the basis of a determination of a false cer-
tification under subparagraph (B).

(4) UNITED STATES PERSON DEFINED.—In this
subsection, the term ‘‘United States person’
means—

(A) a natural person who is a citizen or
resident of the United States or a national of
the United States (as defined in section
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101(a) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)); and

(B) an entity that is organized under the
laws of the United States or any State.

(c) WAIVER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President may waive
the application of measures on a case-by-
case basis under subsection (a) with respect
to a person if the President—

(A) determines that—

(i)(I) in the case of a person described in
subsection (a)(1)(A), the person did not
knowingly engage in any activity described
in such subsection; or

(IT) in the case of a person described in sub-
section (a)(1)(B), the person conducted or fa-
cilitated a transaction or transactions with,
or provided financial services to, a person de-
scribed in subsection (a)(1)(A) that did not
knowingly engage in any activity described
in such subsection; and

(ii) the waiver is in the national security
interest of the United States; and

(B) submits to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report on the deter-
mination and the reasons for the determina-
tion.

(2) FORM OF REPORT.—The report required
by paragraph (1)(B) shall be submitted in un-
classified form, but may include a classified
annex.

(3) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this subsection, the term
‘“‘appropriate congressional committees”
means—

(A) the Committee on Armed Services, the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intelligence of
the House of Representatives; and

(B) the Committee on Armed Services, the
Committee on Foreign Relations, and the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate.

(d) TERMINATION.—The measures imposed
with respect to a person under subsection (a)
shall terminate on the date on which the
President submits to Congress a subsequent
annual report pursuant to section 403 of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Act (22
U.S.C. 2593a) that does not contain a deter-
mination of the President that the country
described in subsection (a)(2) with respect to
which the measures were imposed with re-
spect to the person is a country that is not
in full compliance with its obligations un-
dertaken in all arms control, nonprolifera-
tion, and disarmament agreements or com-
mitments to which the United States is a
participating state.

AMENDMENT NO. 84 OFFERED BY MR. POMPEO OF
KANSAS

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE REPORT
ON COOPERATION BETWEEN IRAN
AND THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—The Secretary of
Defense and the Secretary of State shall
jointly submit to Congress a report on co-
operation between Iran and the Russian Fed-
eration and how and to what extent such co-
operation affects United States national se-
curity and strategic interests.

(b) MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED.—The report
required by subsection (a) shall include the
following:

(1) How and to what extent Iran and the
Russian Federation cooperate on matters re-
lating to Iran’s space program, including
how and to what extent such cooperation
strengthens Iran’s ballistic missile program.

(2) How and to what extent Iran’s interests
and actions and the Russian Federation’s in-
terests and actions overlap with respect to
Latin America.

(3) A description and analysis of the intel-
ligence-sharing center established by Iran,
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the Russian Federation, and Syria in Bagh-
dad, Iraq and whether such center is being
used for purposes other than the purposes of
the joint mission of such countries in Syria.

(4) A description and analysis of—

(A) naval cooperation between Iran and the
Russian Federation, including joint naval ex-
ercises between the two countries; and

(B) the implications of—

(i) an increased Russian Federation naval
presence in the Eastern Mediterranean; and

(ii) an Iranian naval presence in the Per-
sian Gulf.

(5) A description of the increased coopera-
tion between Iran and the Russian Federa-
tion since the start of the current conflict in
Syria.

(6) The steps Iran has taken to adopt the
Russian Federation model of hybrid warfare
against potential targets such as Gulf Co-
operation Council states with sizeable Shiite
populations.

(7) The extent of Russian Federation co-
operation with Hezbollah in Syria, Lebanon,
and Iraq, including cooperation with respect
to training and equipping and joint oper-
ations.

(8) A description of the weapons that have
been provided by the Russian Federation to
Iran that have violated relevant United Na-
tions Security Council resolutions imposing
an arms embargo on Iran.

(c) SUBMISSION PERIOD.—The report re-
quired by subsection (a) shall be submitted
not later than 120 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, and annually there-
after, for such period of time as the Joint
Comprehensive Plan of Act remains in effect.

(d) ForM.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall be submitted in unclassified
form, but may contain a classified annex.

AMENDMENT NO. 85 OFFERED BY MR. ROSKAM OF
ILLINOIS

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, insert
the following:

SEC. 12xx. REPORT ON MAINTENANCE BY ISRAEL
OF A ROBUST INDEPENDENT CAPA-
BILITY TO REMOVE EXISTENTIAL SE-
CURITY THREATS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The United States-Israel Enhanced Se-
curity Cooperation Act of 2012 (22 U.S.C. 8601
et seq.) established the policy of the United
States to support the inherent right of Israel
to self-defense.

(2) The United States-Israel Enhanced Se-
curity Cooperation Act of 2012 expresses the
sense of Congress that the Government of
the United States should transfer to the
Government of Israel defense articles and de-
fense services.

(3) The inherent right of Israel to self-de-
fense necessarily includes the ability to de-
fend against threats to its security and de-
fend its vital national interests.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that Israel should be able to defend
its vital national interests and protect its
territory and population against existential
threats.

(¢) REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the President shall submit to the specified
congressional committees a report that—

(A) identifies defensive capabilities and
platforms requested by the Government of
Israel that would contribute to maintenance
of Israel’s defensive capability against
threats to its territory and population, in-
cluding nuclear and ballistic missile facili-
ties in Iran, and defend its vital national in-
terests;

(B) assesses the availability for sale or
transfer of items requested by the Govern-
ment of Israel to maintain the capability de-
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scribed in subparagraph (A), including the
legal authorities available for making such
transfers; and

(C) describes what steps the President is
taking to transfer the items described in
subparagraph (B) for Israel to maintain the
capability described in subparagraph (A).

(2) ForM.—The report required by para-
graph (1) shall be submitted in unclassified
form, but may contain a classified annex if
necessary.

(3) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the
term ‘‘specified congressional committees’
means—

(A) the congressional defense committees;
and

(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate and the Committee of Foreign Af-
fairs of the House of Representatives.
AMENDMENT NO. 86 OFFERED BY MR. ROSKAM OF

ILLINOIS

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, insert
the following:

SEC. 12xx. REPORT ON USE BY THE GOVERN-
MENT OF IRAN OF COMMERCIAL
AIRCRAFT AND RELATED SERVICES
FOR ILLICIT MILITARY OR OTHER
ACTIVITIES.

(a) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, and
every 180 days thereafter, the President, in
consultation with the Secretary of Defense
and the Secretary of State, shall submit to
the congressional defense committees and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate and the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs of the House of Representatives a re-
port on use by the Government of Iran of
commercial aircraft and related services for
illicit military or other activities during the
5-year period ending of such date of enact-
ment.

(b) ELEMENTS OF REPORT.—The report re-
quired under subsection (a) shall include a
description of the extent to which—

(1) the Government of Iran has used com-
mercial aircraft or related services to trans-
port illicit cargo to or from Iran, including
military goods, weapons, military personnel,
military-related electronic parts and me-
chanical equipment, and rocket or missile
components;

(2) the commercial aviation sector of Iran
has provided financial, material, and techno-
logical support to the Islamic Revolutionary
Guard Corps (IRGC); and

(3) foreign governments and persons have
facilitated the activities described in para-
graph (1), including allowing the use of air-
ports, services, or other resources.
AMENDMENT NO. 87 OFFERED BY MR. WALKER OF

NORTH CAROLINA

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. AUTHORITY TO GRANT OBSERVER
STATUS TO THE MILITARY FORCES
OF TAIWAN AT RIMPAC EXERCISES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense
is authorized to grant observer status to the
military forces of Taiwan in any maritime
exercise known as the Rim of the Pacific Ex-
ercise.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section takes
effect on the date of the enactment of this
Act and applies with respect to any mari-
time exercise described in subsection (a) that
begins on or after such date of enactment.

AMENDMENT NO. 93 OFFERED BY MR. MENG OF

NEW YORK

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. AGREEMENTS WITH FOREIGN GOV-
ERNMENTS TO DEVELOP LAND-
BASED WATER RESOURCES IN SUP-
PORT OF AND IN PREPARATION FOR
CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS.

The Secretary of Defense, with the concur-
rence of the Secretary of State, is authorized
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to enter into agreements with the govern-
ments of foreign countries to develop land-
based water resources in support of and in
preparation for contingency operations, in-
cluding water selection, pumping, purifi-
cation, storage, distribution, cooling, con-
sumption, water reuse, water source intel-
ligence, research and development, training,
acquisition of water support equipment, and
water support operations.

AMENDMENT NO. 94 OFFERED BY MR. MENG OF

NEW YORK

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. EXTENSION OF REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENTS ON THE USE OF CERTAIN
IRANIAN SEAPORTS BY FOREIGN
VESSELS AND USE OF FOREIGN AIR-
PORTS BY SANCTIONED IRANIAN AIR
CARRIERS.

Section 1252(a) of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (22
U.S.C. 8808(a)) is amended in the matter pre-
ceding paragraph (1) by striking ‘2016 and
inserting ¢2019”".

AMENDMENT NO. 95 OFFERED BY MR. MOULTON
OF MASSACHUSETTS

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. NOTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT OF
BALLISTIC MISSILE LAUNCH BY
IRAN.

(a) NOTIFICATION.—The President shall no-
tify Congress within 48 hours of a suspected
ballistic missile launch, including a test, by
Iran based on credible information indi-
cating that such a launch took place.

(b) ASSESSMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall ini-
tiate an assessment within 48 hours of pro-
viding the notification described in sub-
section (a) to determine whether a missile
launch, including a test, described in sub-
section (a) took place.

(2) DETERMINATION AND NOTIFICATION.—Not
later than 15 days after the date on which an
assessment is initiated under paragraph (1),
the President shall determine whether Iran
engaged in a launch described in subsection
(a) and shall notify Congress of the basis for
any such determination.

(3) AFFIRMATIVE DETERMINATION.—If the
President determines under paragraph (2)
that a launch described in subsection (a)
took place, the President shall further notify
Congress of the following:

(A) An identification of entities involved
in the launch.

(B) A description of steps the President
will take in response to the launch, includ-
ing—

(i) imposing unilateral sanctions pursuant
to Executive Order 13382 (2005) or other rel-
evant authorities against such entities; or

(ii) carrying out diplomatic efforts to im-
pose multilateral sanctions against such en-
tities, including through adoption of a
United Nations Security Council resolution.
AMENDMENT NO. 96 OFFERED BY MR. PETERS OF

CALIFORNIA

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:
SEC. 12xx. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON INTEGRATED
BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE SYS-
TEM FOR GCC PARTNER COUNTRIES,
JORDAN, EGYPT, AND ISRAEL.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) Iran has conducted numerous ballistic
missile tests; and
(2) such tests are in violation of United Na-
tions Security Council Resolution 2231 and
unnecessarily provoke Gulf Cooperation
Council (GCC) partner countries and threat-
en Israel.
(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the United States should en-
courage and enable as appropriate an inte-
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grated ballistic missile defense system that
links GCC partner countries, Jordan, Egypt,
and Israel in order assist in preventing an at-
tack by Iran against such countries.

AMENDMENT NO. 97 OFFERED BY MR. RUIZ OF

CALIFORNIA

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following
SEC. 12xx. AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE

AND TRAINING TO INCREASE MARI-
TIME SECURITY AND DOMAIN
AWARENESS OF FOREIGN COUN-
TRIES BORDERING THE PERSIAN
GULF, ARABIAN SEA, OR MEDI-
TERRANEAN SEA.

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to authorize assistance and training to in-
crease maritime security and domain aware-
ness of foreign countries bordering the Per-
sian Gulf, the Arabian Sea, or the Mediterra-
nean Sea in order to deter and counter illicit
smuggling and related maritime activity by
Iran, including illicit Iranian weapons ship-
ments.

(b) AUTHORITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—To carry out the purpose
of this section as described in subsection (a),
the Secretary of Defense, with the concur-
rence of the Secretary of State, is author-
ized—

(A) to provide training to the national
military or other security forces of Israel,
Bahrain, Saudi Arabia, the United Arab
Emirates, Oman, Kuwait, and Qatar that
have among their functional responsibilities
maritime security missions; and

(B) to provide training to ministry, agen-
cy, and headquarters level organizations for
such forces.

(2) DESIGNATION.—The provision of assist-
ance and training under this section may be
referred to as the ‘“Counter Iran Maritime
Initiative”’.

(¢) TYPES OF TRAINING.—

(1) AUTHORIZED ELEMENTS OF TRAINING.—
Training provided under subsection (b)(1)(A)
may include the provision of de minimis
equipment, supplies, and small-scale mili-
tary construction.

(2) REQUIRED ELEMENTS OF TRAINING.—
Training provided under subsection (b) shall
include elements that promote the following:

(A) Observance of and respect for human
rights and fundamental freedoms.

(B) Respect for legitimate civilian author-
ity within the country to which the assist-
ance is provided.

(d) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Of the
amount authorized to be appropriated for fis-
cal year 2017 by section 301 and available for
operation and maintenance for Defense-wide
activities as specified in the funding table in
section 4301, $50,000,000 shall be available
only for the provision of assistance and
training under subsection (b).

(e) COST SHARING.—

(1) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that, given income parity among
recipient countries, the Secretary of De-
fense, with the concurrence of the Secretary
of State, should seek, through appropriate
bilateral and multilateral arrangements,
payments sufficient in amount to offset any
training costs associated with implementa-
tion of subsection (b).

(2) COST-SHARING AGREEMENT.—The Sec-
retary of Defense, with the concurrence of
the Secretary of State, shall negotiate a
cost-sharing agreement with a recipient
country regarding the cost of any training
provided pursuant to section (b). The agree-
ment shall set forth the terms of cost shar-
ing that the Secretary of Defense determines
are necessary and appropriate, but such
terms shall not be less than 50 percent of the
overall cost of the training.

(3) CREDIT TO APPROPRIATIONS.—The por-
tion of such cost-sharing received by the
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Secretary of Defense pursuant to this sub-
section may be credited towards appropria-
tions available for operation and mainte-
nance for Defense-wide activities as specified
in the funding table in section 4301.

(f) NOTICE TO CONGRESS ON TRAINING.—Not
later than 15 days before exercising the au-
thority under subsection (b) with respect to
a recipient country, the Secretary of Defense
shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a notification containing
the following:

(1) An identification of the recipient coun-
try.

(2) A detailed justification of the program
for the provision of the training concerned,
and its relationship to United States secu-
rity interests.

(3) The budget for the program, including a
timetable of planned expenditures of funds
to implement the program, an implementa-
tion time-line for the program with mile-
stones (including anticipated delivery sched-
ules for any assistance and training under
the program), the military department or
component responsible for management of
the program, and the anticipated completion
date for the program.

(4) A description of the arrangements, if
any, to support recipient country
sustainment of any capability developed pur-
suant to the program, and the source of
funds to support sustainment efforts and per-
formance outcomes to be achieved under the
program beyond its completion date, if appli-
cable.

(5) A description of the program objectives
and an assessment framework to be used to
develop capability and performance metrics
associated with operational outcomes for the
recipient force.

(6) Such other matters as the Secretary
considers appropriate.

(g) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘‘appropriate congressional committees”
means—

(1) the Committee on Armed Services, the
Committee on Foreign Relations, and the
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate;
and

(2) the Committee on Armed Services, the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives.

(h) TERMINATION.—Assistance and training
may not be provided under this section after
September 30, 2020.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY) and the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
SMITH) each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
urge adoption of this en bloc package.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

I just want to say quickly, in the en
bloc package, there was an amendment
that was put in there having to do with
our development of a new rocket en-
gine and a new launch vehicle. I just
want to thank publicly Mr. ROGERS,
the subcommittee chairman, who
worked very closely with me on devel-
oping this language.

We have got a lot of great things
going on out there. There are a lot of
American companies that are working
hard to develop a new engine so we will
no longer have to rely on the Russian
engine.
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The amendment that was included al-
lows those companies to use some of
the money that the Air Force is pro-
viding for the development of a new en-
gine, to use it also to develop a launch
vehicle to go along with that engine.
We have got, like I said, great compa-
nies like Blue Origin in my district,
Aerojet Rocketdyne—a lot of folks
working on new vehicles—SpaceX as
well. This amendment allows the
money that the Air Force is providing
not just to go to the engine but for
some of it to go to a launch vehicle as
well. I think this will greatly reduce
the cost of our launch costs for the Air
Force, which has been a significantly
problem recently.

So I thank Chairman ROGERS for al-
lowing us to offer that amendment and
for working with me on it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Chair, | want to
thank my good friend Mr. ROGERS from Ala-
bama for his work with me on this amend-
ment.

The Intermediate Nuclear Forces or “INF”
Treaty places limits on ground-launched bal-
listic and cruise missiles with ranges between
500 and 5,500 kilometers.

In 2008, the Russians tested a missile with-
in this prohibited range and were caught red
handed.

But it took 3 years for the Administration to
report any concern about Russian compliance
to Congress. It took a full 6 years for the State
Department to officially find the Russians in
violation. After eight years, there have been
no serious consequences for Russia’s viola-
tion of the treaty.

My amendment would prohibit government
contracts with entities that have contributed to
Russia’s violation of the INF Treaty.

Russia is not our ally, is not our friend, and
we cannot take it at its word. Czar Putin is de-
termined to restore Russia to its glory days.
We must respond with strength.

And that’s just the way it is.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendments en bloc offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN-
BERRY).

The en bloc amendments were agreed
to.

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR.

THORNBERRY OF TEXAS

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
pursuant to House Resolution 735, I
offer amendments en bloc.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendments en bloc.

Amendments en bloc No. 8 consisting
of amendment Nos. 98, 99, 100, 101, 102,
103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, and 110
printed in House Report 114-571, offered
by Mr. THORNBERRY of Texas:

AMENDMENT NO. 98 OFFERED BY MS. LORETTA

SANCHEZ OF CALIFORNIA

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON MILITARY

RELATIONS BETWEEN VIETNAM AND
THE UNITED STATES.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds
lowing:
(1) The United States and Vietnam signed
a Joint Vision Statement on Defense Rela-
tions on June 1, 2015.

the fol-
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(2) In October 2014, the Administration par-
tially relaxed United States restrictions on
the transfer of lethal weapons to Vietnam.

(3) In 2014, the United States provided
$18,000,000 in maritime security assistance to
Vietnam.

(4) According to Reporters Without Bor-
ders, Vietnam ranks 175 out of 180 countries
in press freedom, as the Government of Viet-
nam continues to persecute citizens for prac-
ticing the freedom of speech and expression.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the United States Government should
review its policy on the transfer of lethal
weapons to Vietnam; and

(2) the United States Government should
evaluate certain human rights benchmarks
when providing military assistance to Viet-
nam.

AMENDMENT NO. 99 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE OF TEXAS

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12xx. REPORT ON EFFORTS TO COMBAT
BOKO HARAM IN NIGERIA AND THE
LAKE CHAD BASIN.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—Congress—

(1) strongly condemns the ongoing violence
and the systematic gross human rights viola-
tions against the people of Nigeria and the
Lake Chad Basin carried out by Boko
Haram;

(2) expresses its support for the people of
Nigeria and the Lake Chad Basin who wish
to live in a peaceful, economically pros-
perous, and democratic region; and

(3) calls on the President to support Nige-
rian, Lake Chad Basin, and International
Community efforts to ensure accountability
for crimes against humanity committed by
Boko Haram against the people of Nigeria
and the Lake Chad Basin, particularly young
girls kidnapped from Chibok and other inter-
nally displaced persons affected by the ac-
tions of Boko Haram.

(b) REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of
State, and the Attorney General shall joint-
ly submit to Congress a report on efforts to
combat Boko Haram in Nigeria and the Lake
Chad Basin.

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report required under
paragraph (1) shall include the following ele-
ments:

(A) A description of initiatives undertaken
by the Department of Defense to assist the
Government of Nigeria and countries in the
Lake Chad Basin to develop capacities to de-
ploy special forces to combat Boko Haram.

(B) A description of United States’ activi-
ties to enhance the capacity of Nigeria and
countries in the Lake Chad Basin to inves-
tigate and prosecute human rights violations
perpetrated against the people of Nigeria and
the Lake Chad Basin by Boko Haram, al-
Qaeda affiliates, and other terrorist organi-
zations to promote respect for rule of law in
Nigeria and the Lake Chad Basin.

AMENDMENT NO. 100 OFFERED BY MR. HOLDING
OF NORTH CAROLINA

At the appropriate place in title XII of di-
vision A of the bill, insert the following:

SEC. 12xx. ENHANCING DEFENSE AND SECURITY
COOPERATION WITH INDIA.

(a) REQUIRED ACTIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense
and Secretary of State shall jointly take
such actions as may be necessary to—

(A) recognize India’s status as a major de-
fense partner of the United States;

(B) designate an individual within the Ex-
ecutive branch who has experience in defense
acquisition and technology—

(i) to reinforce and ensure, through inter-
agency policy coordination, the success of
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the Framework for the United States-India
Defense Relationship; and

(ii) to help resolve remaining issues imped-
ing United States-India defense trade, secu-
rity cooperation, and co-production and co-
development opportunities;

(C) approve and facilitate the transfer of
advanced technology, consistent with United
States conventional arms transfer policy, to
support combined military planning with the
Indian military for missions such as humani-
tarian assistance and disaster relief, counter
piracy, and maritime domain awareness mis-
sions;

(D) strengthen the effectiveness of the
DTTI and the durability of the Department
of Defense’s ‘‘India Rapid Reaction Cell”’;

(E) collaborate with the Government of
India to develop mutually agreeable mecha-
nisms to verify the security of defense arti-
cles and related technology, such as appro-
priate cyber security and end use monitoring
arrangements, consistent with United States
export control laws and policy;

(F) promote policies that will encourage
the efficient review and authorization of de-
fense sales and exports to India;

(G) encourage greater government-to-gov-
ernment and commercial military trans-
actions between the United States and India;

(H) support the development and align-
ment of India’s export control and procure-
ment regimes with those of the United
States and multilateral control regimes; and

(I) continue to enhance defense and secu-
rity cooperation with India in order to ad-
vance United States interests in the South
Asia and greater Indo-Pacific regions.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, and
annually thereafter, the Secretary of De-
fense and Secretary of State shall jointly
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees and the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate and the Committee on
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa-
tives a report on how the United States is
supporting its defense relationship with
India in relation to the actions described in
paragraph (1).

(b) MILITARY PLANNING.—The Secretary of
Defense is encouraged to coordinate with the
Ministry of Defense for the Government of
India to develop combined military plans for
missions such as humanitarian assistance
and disaster relief, maritime domain aware-
ness, and other missions in the national se-
curity interests of both countries.

(c) ASSESSMENT REQUIRED.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense
and Secretary of State shall jointly, on an
annual basis, conduct an assessment of the
extent to which India possesses strategic
operational capabilities to support military
operations of mutual interest between the
United States and India.

(2) USE OF ASSESSMENT.—The President
shall ensure that the assessment described in
paragraph (1) is used, consistent with United
States conventional arms transfer policy, to
inform the review by the United States of
sales of defense articles and services to the
Government of India.

(3) ForM.—The assessment described in
paragraph (1) shall, to the maximum extent
practicable, be in classified form.

AMENDMENT NO. 101 OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF
WASHINGTON

Page 609, line 20, strike ‘‘or any fiscal year
thereafter’.

Page 610, strike lines 8 through 15 and in-
sert the following:

‘“(3) OTHER PURPOSES.—The Secretary may
obligate or expend not more than a total of
31 percent of the funds that are authorized to
be appropriated or otherwise made available
for fiscal year 2017 for the rocket propulsion
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system and launch system investment for ac-
tivities not authorized by paragraph (1)(A),
including for developing a launch vehicle, an
upper stage, a strap-on motor, or related in-
frastructure. The Secretary may exceed such
limit in fiscal year 2017 for such purposes
if—.

Page 612, strike lines 4 through 12 and in-
sert the following:

*“(3) PLAN TO PROTECT GOVERNMENT INVEST-
MENT AND ASSURED ACCESS TO SPACE.—

‘““(A) In developing the rocket propulsion
system under paragraph (1), and in any de-
velopment conducted pursuant to subsection
(d)(3), the Secretary shall develop a plan to
protect the investment of the United States
and the assured access to space, including,
consistent with section 2320 of title 10,
United States Code, and in accordance with
other applicable provisions of law, acquiring
the rights, as appropriate, for the purpose of
developing alternative sources of supply and
manufacture in the event such alternative
sources are necessary and in the best inter-
est of the United States, such as in the event
that a company goes out of business or the
system is otherwise unavailable after the
Federal Government has invested significant
resources to use and rely on such system for
launch services.

‘“(B) Not later than 90 days after the date
of the enactment of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2017, the
Secretary shall submit to the appropriate
congressional committees the plan developed
under subparagraph (A).”.

Page 612, strike lines 13 through 25.

AMENDMENT NO. 102 OFFERED BY MR. TED LIEU
OF CALIFORNIA

At the end of subtitle A of title XVI, add
the following new section:

SEC. 16 . REPORT ON USE OF SPACECRAFT AS-
SETS OF THE SPACE-BASED INFRA-
RED SYSTEM WIDE-FIELD-OF-VIEW
PROGRAM.

(a) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Defense, in coordination with
the Director of National Intelligence, shall
submit to the appropriate congressional
committees a report on the feasibility of
using available spacecraft assets of the
space-based infrared system wide-field-of-
view program to satisfy other mission re-
quirements of the Department of Defense or
the intelligence community.

(b) MATTERS COVERED.—The report re-
quired by subsection (a) shall include, at a
minimum, the following:

(1) An evaluation of using the space-based
infrared system wide-field-of-view spacecraft
bus for other urgent national security space
priorities.

(2) An evaluation of the cost and schedule
impact, if any, to the space-based infrared
system wide-field-of-view program if the
spacecraft bus is used for another purpose.

(c) ForM.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall be submitted in unclassified
form, but may contain a classified annex if
necessary to protect the national security
interests of the United States.

(d) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term
‘“‘appropriate congressional committees”
means—

(1) the congressional defense committees;
and

(2) the Permanent Select Committee on In-
telligence of the House of Representatives
and the Select Committee on Intelligence of
the Senate.

AMENDMENT NO. 103 OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS OF
ALABAMA
At the end of subtitle C of title XVI, add
the following new section:
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SEC. 16 . ASSESSMENT ON SECURITY OF IN-
FORMATION HELD BY CLEARED DE-
FENSE CONTRACTORS.

(a) ASSESSMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense
shall conduct an assessment of the suffi-
ciency of the regulatory mechanisms of the
Department of Defense to secure defense in-
formation held by cleared defense contrac-
tors to determine whether there are any gaps
that may undermine the protection of such
information.

(2) SUBMISSION.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall submit to the congres-
sional defense committees a report on the
findings of the assessment conducted under
paragraph (1).

(b) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 270 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall prescribe regulations
that the Secretary determines appropriate to
improve the security of defense information
held by cleared defense contractors.

(¢) CLEARED DEFENSE CONTRACTOR DE-
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘cleared de-
fense contractor’” has the meaning given
that term in section 393(e) of title 10, United
States Code.

AMENDMENT NO. 104 OFFERED BY MR. MEEHAN
OF PENNSYLVANIA

At the end of subtitle C of title XVI of divi-
sion A, add the following new section:

SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS ON CYBER RESIL-
IENCY OF THE NETWORKS AND COM-
MUNICATIONS SYSTEMS OF THE NA-
TIONAL GUARD.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress
lowing:

(1) Army and Air National Guard personnel
need to have situational awareness and reli-
able communications during any of the fol-
lowing events occurring in the United
States:

(A) A terrorist attack.

(B) An intentional or unintentional release
of chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear,
or high-yield explosive materials.

(C) A natural or man-made disaster.

(2) During such an event, it is vital that
Army and Air National Guard personnel are
able to communicate and coordinate re-
sponse efforts with their own units and ap-
propriate civilian emergency response forces.

(3) Current networks and communications
systems of the National Guard, including
commercial wireless solutions (such as mo-
bile wireless kinetic mesh), and other sys-
tems that are interoperable with the systems
of civilian first responders, should provide
the necessary robustness, interoperability,
reliability, and resilience to extend needed
situational awareness and communications
to all users and under all operating condi-
tions, including degraded communications
environments where infrastructure is dam-
aged or destroyed or under cyber attack or
disruption.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the National Guard should be
constantly seeking ways to improve and ex-
pand its communications and networking ca-
pabilities to provide for enhanced perform-
ance and resilience in the face of cyber at-
tacks or disruptions, as well as other in-
stances of degradation.

AMENDMENT NO. 105 OFFERED BY MR. HANNA OF
NEW YORK

At the end of subtitle C of title XVI, add
the following new section:

SEC. 1635. REQUIREMENT FOR ARMY NATIONAL
GUARD STRATEGY TO INCORPORATE
CYBER PROTECTION TEAMS INTO
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE CYBER
MISSION FORCE.

(a) STRATEGY REQUIRED.—Not later than
180 days after the date of the enactment of

finds the fol-
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this Act, the Secretary of the Army, if the
Secretary has not already done so, shall pro-
vide a briefing to the congressional defense
committees outlining a strategy for incor-
porating Army National Guard cyber protec-
tion teams into the Department of Defense
cyber mission force.

(b) ELEMENTS OF STRATEGY.—The strategy
required by subsection (a) shall include, at
minimum, the following:

(1) A timeline for incorporating Army Na-
tional Guard cyber protection teams into the
Department of Defense cyber mission force,
including a timeline for receiving appro-
priate training.

(2) Identification of specific units to be in-
corporated.

(3) An assessment of how incorporation of
Army National Guard cyber protection
teams into the Department of Defense cyber
mission force might be used to enhance read-
iness through improved individual and col-
lective training capabilities.

(4) A status report on the Army’s progress
in issuing additional guidance that clarifies
how Army National Guard cyber protection
teams can support State and civil operations
in National Guard status under title 32,
United States Code.

(5) Other matters as considered appropriate
by the Secretary of the Army.

AMENDMENT NO. 106 OFFERED BY MR. PETERS OF
CALIFORNIA

At the end of subtitle A of title XXVIII
(page 872, after line 12), add the following
new section:

SEC. 2807. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON MAXIMIZING
NUMBER OF VETERANS EMPLOYED
ON MILITARY CONSTRUCTION
PROJECTS.

It is the sense of Congress that, when prac-
tical and cost-effective, the Department of
Defense should seek ways to maximize the
number of veterans employed on military
construction projects (as defined in section
2801 of title 10, United States Code).

AMENDMENT NO. 107 OFFERED BY MR. BRAT OF

VIRGINIA

At the end of subtitle B of title XXVIII
(page 877, after line 25), add the following
SEC. 2817. IMPROVED PROCESS FOR DISPOSAL

OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE SUR-
PLUS REAL PROPERTY LOCATED
OVERSEAS.

(a) PETITION TO ACQUIRE SURPLUS PROP-
ERTY.—2687a of title 10, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub-
section (h); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (f) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘(g) PETITION PROCESS FOR DISPOSAL OF
OVERSEAS SURPLUS REAL PROPERTY.—(1) The
Secretary of Defense shall establish a proc-
ess by which a foreign government may re-
quest the transfer of surplus real property or
improvements under the jurisdiction of the
Department of Defense in the foreign coun-
try.

‘(2) Upon the receipt of a petition under
this subsection, the Secretary shall deter-
mine within 90 days whether the property or
improvement subject to the petition is sur-
plus. If surplus, the Secretary shall seek to
enter into an agreement with the foreign
government within one year for the disposal
of the property.

“‘(3) If real property or an improvement is
determined not to be surplus, the Secretary
shall not be obligated to consider another pe-
tition involving the same property or im-
provement for five years beginning on the
date on which the initial determination was
made.”.

(b) ADDITIONAL USE OF DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE OVERSEAS MILITARY FACILITY INVEST-
MENT RECOVERY ACCOUNT.—Section 2687a(b)
of title 10, United States Code, is amended—



May 18, 2016

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘property
disposal agreement,” after ‘‘forces agree-
ment,”’; and

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘and” at the end of sub-
paragraph (A);

(B) by striking the period at the end of
subparagraph (B) and inserting ‘‘; and”’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘(C) military readiness programs.”’.

(c) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Section
2687a(a) of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

“(3) A report under paragraph (1) also shall
specify the following:

““(A) The number of petitions received
under subsection (g) from foreign govern-
ments requesting the transfer of surplus real
property or improvements under the juris-
diction of the Department of Defense over-
seas.

‘‘(B) The status of each petition, including
whether reviewed, denied, or granted.

‘(C) The implementation status of each
granted petition.”.

AMENDMENT NO. 108 OFFERED BY MR. CARTER OF
GEORGIA

At the end of subtitle D of title XXVIII,
add the following new section:

SEC. . CLOSURE OF ST. MARYS AIRPORT.

(a) RELEASE OF RESTRICTIONS.—Subject to
subsection (b), the United States, acting
through the Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Administration, shall release the
city of St. Marys, Georgia, from all restric-
tions, conditions, and limitations on the use,
encumbrance, conveyance, and closure of the
St. Marys Airport, to the extent such re-
strictions, conditions, and limitations are
enforceable by the Administrator.

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR RELEASE OF RE-
STRICTIONS.—The Administrator shall exe-
cute the release under subsection (a) once all
of the following occurs:

(1) The Secretary of the Navy transfers to
the Georgia Department of Transportation
the amounts described in subsection (c) and
requires as an enforceable condition on such
transfer that all funds transferred shall be
used only for airport development (as defined
in section 47102 of title 49, United States
Code) of a general aviation airport in Geor-
gia, consistent with planning efforts con-
ducted by the Administrator and the Georgia
Department of Transportation.

(2) The city of St. Marys, for consideration
as provided for in this section, grants to the
United States, under the administrative ju-
risdiction of the Secretary, a restrictive use
easement in the real property used for the
St. Marys Airport, as determined acceptable
by the Secretary, under such terms and con-
ditions as the Secretary considers necessary
to protect the interests of the United States
and prohibiting the future use of such prop-
erty for all aviation-related purposes and
any other purposes deemed by the Secretary
to be incompatible with the operations, func-
tions, and missions of Naval Submarine
Base, Kings Bay, Georgia.

(3) The Secretary obtains an appraisal to
determine the fair market value of the real
property used for the St. Marys Airport in
the manner described in subsection (¢)(1).

(4) The Administrator fulfills the obliga-
tions under the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) in con-
nection with the release under subsection
(a). In carrying out such obligations—

(A) the Administrator shall not assume or
consider any potential or proposed future re-
development of the current St. Marys airport
property;

(B) any potential new general aviation air-
port in Georgia shall be deemed to be not
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connected with the release noted in sub-
section (a) nor the closure of St. Marys Air-
port; and

(C) any environmental review under the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) for a potential general
aviation airport in Georgia shall be consid-
ered through an environmental review proc-
ess separate and apart from the environ-
mental review made a condition of release by
this section.

(¢) TRANSFER OF AMOUNTS DESCRIBED.—The
amounts described in this subsection are the
following:

(1) An amount equal to the fair market
value of the real property of the St. Marys
Airport, as determined by the Secretary and
concurred in by the Administrator, based on
an appraisal report and title documentation
that—

(A) is prepared or adopted by the Sec-
retary, and concurred in by the Adminis-
trator, not more than 180 days prior to the
transfer described in subsection (b)(1); and

(B) meets all requirements of Federal law
and the appraisal and documentation stand-
ards applicable to the acquisition and dis-
posal of real property interests of the United
States.

(2) An amount equal to the unamortized
portion of any Federal development grants
(including grants available under a State
block grant program established pursuant to
section 47128 of title 49, United States Code),
other than used for the acquisition of land,
paid to the city of St. Marys for use as the
St. Marys Airport.

(3) An amount equal to the airport reve-
nues remaining in the airport account for
the St. Marys Airport as of the date of the
enactment of this Act and as otherwise due
to or received by the city of St. Marys after
such date of enactment pursuant to sections
47107(b) and 47133 of title 49, United States
Code.

(d) AUTHORIZATION FOR TRANSFER OF
FuNDS.—Using funds available to the Depart-
ment of the Navy for operation and mainte-
nance, the Secretary may pay the amounts
described in subsection (¢) to the Georgia De-
partment of Transportation, conditioned as
described in subsection (b)(1).

(e) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) SURVEY.—The exact acreage and legal
description of St. Marys Airport shall be de-
termined by a survey satisfactory to the Sec-
retary and concurred in by the Adminis-
trator.

(2) PLANNING OF GENERAL AVIATION AIR-
PORT.—Any planning effort for the develop-
ment of a new general aviation airport in
southeast Georgia using the amounts de-
scribed in subsection (c¢) shall be conducted
in coordination with the Secretary, and shall
ensure that any such airport does not en-
croach on the operations, functions, and mis-
sions of Naval Submarine Base, Kings Bay,
Georgia.

(f) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this
section may be construed to limit the appli-
cability of—

(1) the requirements and processes under
section 46319 of title 49, United States Code;

(2) the requirements and processes under
part 157 of title 14, Code of Federal Regula-
tions; or

(3) the public notice requirements under
section 47107(h)(2) of title 49, United States
Code.

AMENDMENT NO. 109 OFFERED BY MR. PEARCE OF
NEW MEXICO

At the end of subtitle D of title XXVIII
(page 904, after line 22), add the following
new section:
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SEC. 2839. PROHIBITION ON TRANSFER OF AD-
MINISTRATIVE JURISDICTION, POR-
TION OF ORGAN MOUNTAINS AREA,
FILLMORE CANYON, NEW MEXICO.

The Secretary of Defense may not transfer
administrative jurisdiction over the parcel
of Federal land depicted as ‘‘Parcel D’ on
the map entitled ‘‘Organ Mountains Area -
Fillmore Canyon’” and dated April 19, 2016
from the Department of Defense to the Sec-
retary of the Interior.

AMENDMENT NO. 110 OFFERED BY MR.
CULBERSON OF TEXAS

Page 936, after line 3, insert the following:

SEC. 2857. BATTLESHIP PRESERVATION GRANT
PROGRAM.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es-
tablished within the Department of the Inte-
rior a grant program for the preservation of
our nation’s most historic battleships.

(b) USE OF GRANTS.—Amounts received
through grants under this section shall be
used for the preservation of our nation’s
most historic battleships in a manner that is
self-sustaining and has an educational com-
ponent.

(¢) CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligi-
ble for a grant under this section, an entity
shall—

(1) submit an application under procedures
prescribed by the Secretary;

(2) match the amount of the grant, on a 1-
to-1 basis, with non-Federal assets from non-
Federal sources, which may include cash or
durable goods and materials fairly valued as
determined by the Secretary;

(3) maintain records as may be reasonably
necessary to fully disclose—

(A) the amount and the disposition of the
proceeds of the grant;

(B) the total cost of the project for which
the grant is made; and

(C) other records as may be required by the
Secretary, including such records as will fa-
cilitate an effective accounting for project
funds; and

(4) provide access to the Secretary for the
purposes of any required audit and examina-
tion of any books, documents, papers, and
records of the entity.

(d) MoST HISTORIC BATTLESHIP DEFINED.—
In this section, the term ‘‘most historic bat-
tleship’ means a battleship that is—

(1) between 75 and 115 years old;

(2) listed on the National Historic Register;
and

(3) located within the State for which it
was named.

(e) SAVINGS PROVISION.—The authorities

contained in this section shall be in addition
to, and shall not be construed to supercede
or modify those contained in the National
Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470-470x-
6).
(f) PRIVATE PROPERTY PROTECTION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—No Federal funds made
available to carry out this section may be
used to acquire any real property, or any in-
terest in any real property, without the writ-
ten consent of the owner (or owners) of that
property or interest in property.

(2) NO DESIGNATION.—The authority grant-
ed by this section shall not constitute a Fed-
eral designation or have any effect on pri-
vate property ownership.

(g) SUNSET.—The authority to make grants
under this section expires on September 30,
2023.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY) and the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
SMITH) each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I urge adoption of the en
bloc amendments.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
urge adoption of the en bloc amend-
ments.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendments en bloc offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN-
BERRY).

The en bloc amendments were agreed
to.

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR.

THORNBERRY OF TEXAS

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
pursuant to House Resolution 735, I
offer amendments en bloc.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendments en bloc.

Amendments en bloc No. 9 consisting
of amendment Nos. 111, 112, 113, 114, 115,
116, 117, 118, and 120 printed in House
Report 114-571, offered by Mr. THORN-
BERRY of Texas:

AMENDMENT NO. 111 OFFERED BY MR. NEWHOUSE
OF WASHINGTON

Add at the end of subtitle G of title XXVIII
the following new section:

SEC. 2867. REPORT ON DOCUMENTATION FOR AC-
QUISITION OF CERTAIN PROP-
ERTIES ALONG COLUMBIA RIVER,
WASHINGTON, BY CORPS OF ENGI-
NEERS.

(a) REPORT ON DOCUMENTATION.—Not later
than 180 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Secretary of the Army, act-
ing through the Chief of Engineers, shall
submit a report to Congress on the process
by which the Corps of Engineers acquired the
properties described in subsection (b), and
shall include in the report the specific legal
documentation pursuant to which the prop-
erties were acquired.

(b) PROPERTIES DESCRIBED.—The properties
described in this subsection are each of the
properties described in paragraph (2) of sec-
tion 501(i) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-303; 110
Stat. 3752).

AMENDMENT NO. 112 OFFERED BY MR. BEN RAY
LUJAN OF NEW MEXICO

At the end of subtitle B of title XXXI of di-
vision C, insert the following:

SEC. 3126. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING AC-
COUNTING PRACTICES BY LABORA-
TORY OPERATING CONTRACTORS
AND PLANT OR SITE MANAGERS OF
NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY AD-
MINISTRATION FACILITIES.

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec-
retary of Energy should ensure that each
laboratory operating contractor or plant or
site manager of a National Nuclear Security
Administration facility adopt generally ac-
cepted and consistent accounting practices
for laboratory, plant, or site directed re-
search and development.

AMENDMENT NO. 113 OFFERED BY MR. FOSTER OF
ILLINOIS

At the end of subtitle C of title XXXI, add
the following new section:

SEC. 31 . BRIEFING ON THE INFORMATION-
INTERCHANGE OF LOW-ENRICHED
URANIUM.

(a) BRIEFING.—Not later than 120 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of En-
ergy, and the Secretary of State shall pro-
vide a briefing to the appropriate congres-
sional committees on the feasibility and po-
tential benefits of a dialogue between the
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United States and France on the use of low-
enriched uranium in naval reactors.

(b) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—In this section, the term ‘‘appropriate
congressional committees’” means—

(1) the congressional defense committees;

(2) the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate;

(3) the Permanent Select Committee on In-
telligence of the House of Representatives
and the Select Committee on Intelligence of
the Senate; and

(4) the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources of the Senate.

AMENDMENT NO. 114 OFFERED BY MR. PETERS OF
CALIFORNIA

Page 1009, lines 1 through 8, amend para-
graph (1) to read as follows:

‘(1) ADVANCED NUCLEAR REACTOR.—The
term ‘advanced nuclear reactor’ means—

‘“(A) a nuclear fission reactor with signifi-
cant improvements over the most recent
generation of nuclear fission reactors, which
may include inherent safety features, lower
waste yields, greater fuel utilization, supe-
rior reliability, resistance to proliferation,
and increased thermal efficiency; or

‘“(B) a nuclear fusion reactor.”

Page 1014, lines 8 and 9, strike ‘‘advanced
fission reactor systems, nuclear fusion sys-
tems,” and insert ‘‘advanced nuclear reactor
systems’’.

Page 1016, lines 12 and 13, strike ‘‘fusion
and advanced fission experimental reactors’
and insert ‘‘experimental advanced nuclear
reactors’.

Page 1018, lines 3 and 4, strike ‘‘next gen-
eration nuclear energy technology’ and in-
sert ‘‘advanced nuclear reactor tech-
nologies’.

AMENDMENT NO. 115 OFFERED BY MR. DONOVAN
OF NEW YORK

At the end of title XXXV add the fol-
lowing:
SEC. 35 . EXPEDITED PROCESSING OF APPLI-
CATIONS FOR TRANSPORTATION SE-
CURITY CARDS FOR SEPARATING
MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES
AND VETERANS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 70105 of title 46,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“(r) EXPEDITED ISSUANCE FOR SEPARATING
SERVICE MEMBERS.—The Secretary shall,
using authority available under other provi-
sions of law—

‘(1) seek to expedite processing of applica-
tions for transportation security cards under
this section for members of the Armed
Forces who are separating from active duty
service with a discharge other than a dishon-
orable discharge;

‘“(2) in consultation with the Secretary of
Defense—

““(A) enhance efforts of the Department of
Homeland Security in assisting members of
the Armed Forces who are separating from
active duty service with receiving a trans-
portation security card, including by—

‘(i) including under the Transition Assist-
ance Program under section 1144 of title 10—

‘“(I) applications for such cards; and

‘“(IT1) a form by which such a member may
grant the member’s permission for govern-
ment agencies to disclose to the Department
of Homeland Security findings of back-
ground investigations of such member, for
consideration by the Department in proc-
essing the member’s application for a trans-
portation security card;

‘‘(i1) providing opportunities for local offi-
cials of the department in which the Coast
Guard is operating to partner with military
installations for that purpose; and
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‘‘(iii) ensuring that such members of the
Armed Forces are aware of opportunities to
apply for such cards;

‘“‘(B) seek to educate members of the
Armed Forces with competencies that are
transferable to maritime industries regard-
ing—

‘(i) opportunities for employment in such
industries; and

‘‘(ii) the requirements and qualifications
for, and duties associated with, transpor-
tation security cards; and

“‘(C) cooperate with other Federal agencies
to expedite the transfer to the Secretary the
findings of relevant background investiga-
tions and security clearances; and

‘“(3) issue or deny a transportation security
card under this section for a veteran by not
later than 13 days after the date of the sub-
mission of the application for the card, un-
less there is a substantial problem with the
application that prevents compliance with
this paragraph.”.

(b) REPORTS.—Not later than 6 months
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and annually thereafter for each of the sub-
sequent 2 years, the Secretary of the depart-
ment in which the Coast Guard is operating,
in consultation with the Secretary of De-
fense, shall submit a report to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate describing and assessing
the efforts of such department to implement
the amendment made by this section.

SEC. 35 . TRAINING UNDER TRANSITION AS-
SISTANCE PROGRAM ON EMPLOY-
MENT OPPORTUNITIES ASSOCIATED
WITH TRANSPORTATION SECURITY
CARDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1144(b) of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘(10) Acting through the Secretary of the
department in which the Coast Guard is op-
erating, provide information on career op-
portunities for employment available to
members with transportation security cards
issued under section 70105 of title 46.”".

(b) DEADLINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION.—The
program carried out under section 1144 of
title 10, United States Code, shall comply
with the requirements of subsection (b)(10) of
such section, as added by subsection (a), by
not later than 180 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 116 OFFERED BY MR. FRANKEL
OF FLORIDA

At the end of title XXXV add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . APPLICATION OF LAW.

Section 4301 of title 46, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘(d) For purposes of any Federal law ex-
cept the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), any vessel, in-
cluding a foreign vessel, being repaired or
dismantled is deemed to be a recreational
vessel, as defined under section 2101(25), dur-
ing such repair or dismantling, if that ves-
sel—

‘(1) shares elements of design and con-
struction of traditional recreational vessels
(as so defined); and

‘“(2) when operating is not normally en-
gaged in a military, commercial, or tradi-
tionally commercial undertaking.”.

AMENDMENT NO. 117 OFFERED BY MR. WILSON OF
SOUTH CAROLINA

Page 1081, in the table of section 4102,
strike “JOINT IMPROVISED-THREAT DE-
FEAT FUND” both places it appears and in-
sert “JOINT IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DE-
VICE DEFEAT FUND”.
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Page 1085, in the table of section 4103,
strike *“JOINT IMPROVISED-THREAT DE-
FEAT FUND” both places it appears and in-
sert “JOINT IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DE-
VICE DEFEAT FUND”.

AMENDMENT NO. 118 OFFERED BY MS. MENG OF

NEW YORK

Page 1191, after line 7, insert the following:

‘“(F') Conspiracy to commit an offense spec-
ified in subparagraph (A), (B), (C), or (D) that
is punishable under section 881 of this title
(article 81).”.

AMENDMENT NO. 120 OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS OF
ALABAMA

At the end of subtitle B of title XXXI, add
the following new section:

SEC. 31 . PROTECTION OF CERTAIN NUCLEAR
FACILITIES FROM UNMANNED AIR-
CRAFT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Atomic Energy De-
fense Act (60 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.) is amended
by inserting after section 4509 the following
new section:

“SEC. 4510. PROTECTION OF CERTAIN NUCLEAR
FACILITIES FROM UNMANNED AIR-
CRAFT.

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of Energy
may take such actions described in sub-
section (b)(1) that are necessary to mitigate
the threat of an unmanned aircraft system
or unmanned aircraft that poses an immi-
nent threat (as defined by the Secretary of
Energy, in coordination with the Secretary
of Transportation) to the safety or security
of a covered facility.

‘“(b) ACTIONS DESCRIBED.—(1) The actions
described in this paragraph are the fol-
lowing:

‘“(A) Disrupt control of the unmanned air-
craft system or unmanned aircraft.

‘“(B) Seize and exercise control of the un-
manned aircraft system or unmanned air-
craft.

“(C) Seize or otherwise confiscate the un-
manned aircraft system or unmanned air-
craft.

‘(D) Use reasonable force to disable or de-
stroy the unmanned aircraft system or un-
manned aircraft.

‘(2) The Secretary of Energy shall develop
the actions described in paragraph (1) in co-
ordination with the Secretary of Transpor-
tation, consistent with the protection of in-
formation regarding sensitive defense or na-
tional security capabilities.

‘‘(c) FORFEITURE.—(1) Any unmanned air-
craft system or unmanned aircraft described
in subsection (a) shall be subject to seizure
and forfeiture to the United States.

‘“(2) The Secretary of Energy may pre-
scribe regulations to establish reasonable ex-
ceptions to paragraph (1), including in cases
where—

‘‘(A) the operator of the unmanned aircraft
system or unmanned aircraft obtained the
control and possession of such system or air-
craft illegally; or

‘(B) the operator of the unmanned aircraft
system or unmanned aircraft is an employee
of a common carrier acting in manner de-
scribed in subsection (a) without the knowl-
edge of the common carrier.

‘(d) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Secretary of Energy and the Sec-
retary of Transportation shall prescribe reg-
ulations and issue guidance in the respective
areas of each Secretary to carry out this sec-
tion.

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) The term ‘covered facility’ means any
facility that—

““(A) is identified by the Secretary of En-
ergy for purposes of this section;

‘“(B) is located in the United States (in-
cluding the territories and possessions of the
United States); and
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‘“(C) is owned by the United States, or con-
tracted to the United States, to store or use
special nuclear material.

‘“(2) The terms ‘unmanned aircraft’ and
‘unmanned aircraft system’ have the mean-
ing given those terms in section 331 of the
FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012
(Public Law 112-95; 49 U.S.C. 40101 note).”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents for such Act is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 4509 the
following new item:

‘“‘Sec. 4510. Protection of certain nuclear fa-
cilities from unmanned air-
craft.”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 735, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY) and the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
SMITH) each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington.
Chairman, I yield myself 4 minutes.

I just want to thank the chairman,
and I want to thank the staff and the
Members for putting together this
piece of legislation. It is always a long
process but I think a good process, in
which we pull together a variety of dif-
ferent amendments. And, as the chair-
man has said many times, it is a bot-
tom-up process. It starts with the
Members offering their ideas in putting
together the bill. I think, once again,
we have done that process fairly well.

The problem and the challenge, as I
had mentioned earlier, comes from the
budget number and the problems that
we face. I know the chairman has said
earlier, you know, we can’t solve all
these problems; so let’s help the troops
now.

The problem is, it is like you have
got a credit card and you say: wow, off
in the future there may be problems,
but let’s just buy whatever we want,
put it on the credit card now, and that
will help everybody in the long run.
But it doesn’t. It is not helping the
troops to pass a bill that has 6 months
worth of funding for a yearlong’s worth
of overseas contingency operations,
and it is not helping them to hope that
the Budget Control Act goes away.

The chairman mentioned that last
year we had this same problem and we
did wind up getting an agreement, and
that is true. Part of the reason we got
that agreement, however, is because
we, on this side, insisted on that agree-
ment and did not merely accept the de-
fense bill that was offered without re-
solving those issues.

And, once again, we have to insist
upon that: that it does not make sense
to have the Budget Control Act and
continue to insist on spending more
money on defense. Essentially, what
the majority party wants is they want
a Ferrari, but they only want to pro-
vide the money to pay for a Honda, and
they keep hoping that somehow that
extra money is going to appear. That
hurts our troops.

We have heard all of these stories
about the terrible state of our readi-

Mr.

H2783

ness. Consistently, over the course of
the last 4 years, the bill that has been
passed in the House and the Senate has
put less money into readiness than the
President asked for. Why? Because
they wanted to pay for a wide variety
of programs, including the A-10, an im-
portant plane, we have heard.

I am not saying that there is any-
thing in this bill that you can’t make
an argument for as being important.
The problem is it doesn’t add up, and it
leaves us in a position where the mili-
tary is continually having to stare at a
cliff, knowing that the money is not
going to be there and trying to figure
out how to plan through that.

I want a more sensible process. We
should fully fund the OCO and fund the
base budget at the level that it is fund-
ed at. If we don’t find that sufficient—
and I know just about every member of
the Armed Services Committee on the
Republican side does not find that
number sufficient—then provide the
money. This isn’t a matter of saying,
well, what has that got to do with this?
That has got everything to do with
this.

If you are not willing to provide the
money to pay for these programs,
starting them, or telling the military
that they have to have a fixed number
of members of the Army and the Ma-
rine Corps, and then knowing that the
money isn’t going to be there a year
from now, is not helpful. We have to
bring some sanity to the budget proc-
ess. This bill, artfully, just imagines
that 6 months from now, we will magi-
cally make up the extra money in OCO.
That is a big problem that, once again,
we need to confront.

But just like last year, I am con-
fident that we will come together in
conference, we will talk about this, we
will work it out, and we will come up
with a bill. But I hope that we will
start understanding the money a little
bit better and making this actually
work so that the bill we pass is helping
the men and women of the armed serv-
ices who serve us so well.

So it is not about whether or not you
support the troops or not; it is a mat-
ter of whether or not you think this
bill is the best way to do it.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI).

Mr. LIPINSKI. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chair, I rise to thank Ranking
Member SMITH and Chairman THORN-
BERRY for an amendment that was in-
cluded in one of the prior en bloc
groups of amendments.

The amendment that I joined Mr.
POMPEO in offering requires the DOD to
report to Congress on the cooperation
between Iran and the Russian Federa-
tion and the extent to which that co-
operation affects our national security
interests.

Even before the Iran nuclear deal, we
watched Tehran and Moscow become
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closer partners, as Russia announced it
would lift its ban on selling advanced
missiles to Iran and began military co-
operation with Iran in Syria to prop up
the Assad government.

This year, Russia and Iran have
worked together to undermine U.N. Se-
curity Council ballistic missile resolu-
tions and announced an $800 million
missile defense contract.

It is imperative that we fully under-
stand the impact of this alliance on our
national security interests because
both nations continue to be hostile to-
wards the U.S. and our allies. This
amendment will help do just that.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
continue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, how much time is remain-
ing?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Washington has 5 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Texas
has 10 minutes remaining.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of
my time just to, again, emphasize that
this is a very, very important piece of
legislation, and it is important that we
get it right. This is one step in the
process.

At the committee level, we worked
together and got the bill out. At the
time, I raised the concerns that I am
raising now. I voted in favor of the bill,
hoping that we would make improve-
ments on the floor. Instead, we went
the other way.

We had one amendment that was sup-
ported in the committee that the Rules
Committee stripped without allowing a
vote, a rule that would have women
sign up for the Selective Service, an
amendment that was supported by my
caucus. The Rules Committee didn’t
even allow us to have a vote on that.
They just stripped it.

On another one, on the amendment
that we didn’t like that was in the bill,
they went the other way and didn’t
allow a vote on that to keep it in place.
That is not a fair process.

I will say that there are ultimately
two objections to this bill and preface
it with one thing. I think the chairman
in committee has been very, very fair,
has worked very well with Democrats,
and I do appreciate that. The Rules
Committee, on the other hand, has
been the exact opposite. They have
been completely and totally partisan in
a way that is not in keeping with the
tradition of the Armed Services Com-
mittee and the way we do business in a
fair way: to allow members to have
votes on amendments that are impor-
tant to them. They didn’t do that, and
that made this bill even worse than it
was when it came out of committee. I
hope the Rules Committee will do bet-
ter in the future. I don’t think that is
likely, but that is certainly one issue.

The second issue is, again, the fund-
ing. If we are really going to provide
for the troops, we have to realistically
look at the next 10 years and begin
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building a national security strategy
that can support them, based on the
budget that we are prepared to provide.
There is no new revenue coming. Even
if the budget caps go away, typically
the way the budget caps go away is
they are extended for another year, and
basically we use 10-year money to pay
for 1 year’s worth of goods and serv-
ices, which only puts us in a further
hole.

Lastly, I will point out those other
portions of the budget. The defense
budget has grown as a proportion of
the discretionary budget. It is now over
55 percent of it.
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Essentially, what the Republican
party is trying to do is to spend all of
the money on defense, and then there
will be nothing left over for the other
priorities. Those other priorities do
matter, and it is wrong to ask: Well,
what has the defense bill got to do with
our crumbling infrastructure? What
has the defense bill got to do with long
lines at the T'SA or at Homeland Secu-
rity or at the Department of Justice or
anywhere else?

It has got everything to do with it in
a year when we don’t have a budget
resolution, so we don’t have set
amounts of money for each bill. Every
dollar that we put into this is taking
out of the overall allocation and is tak-
ing from all of those other priorities.

Yes, national security is incredibly
important, but I think infrastructure
is important as well. I think the De-
partment of Homeland Security is im-
portant, as is the Department of Jus-
tice, as is the Department of the Treas-
ury, which tries to stop terrorists from
raising money. What we are doing here
is refusing to pass a budget resolution,
to put the numbers in place, and then
spending all of the money on defense
first—sorry. It is an exaggeration as it
is not all of the money but more of the
money than was agreed upon—and then
what is left over goes to everything
else. That is not a responsible way to
budget. That is not a responsible way
to provide for this country.

For those reasons, I am going to op-
pose the bill. I hope, again, as we did
last year, we will work this out in con-
ference, come up with a more sensible
approach, and have a bill that we can
all support.

Mr. Chair, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

I appreciate the gentleman’s com-
ments that he believes I have tried to
be fair with Members of the minority
in constructing this bill. I have tried to
be; although I have to say, Mr. Chair, if
one leans over backwards to make sure
Members of the minority contribute to
the bill even to the point at which
some of the provisions Members of the
minority are interested in are opposed
by Members of the majority—if you
still try to do that and yet Members of
the minority vote against the bill—I
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have got to ask myself: Why? Why do I
do such things?

Just in the past hour and a half,
maybe 2 hours, we have spent time
with basically equal numbers of Mem-
bers on the Republican and Democratic
sides in their talking about their
amendments—discussing very impor-
tant issues—but none of those issues
happen without having the bill pass.
Yet I get the feeling that, at least for
some Members, there may always be
that next bridge that we have got to
get to before they can support the bill.

Mr. Chair, the ranking member de-
scribed my view really better than I
did. He said that my opinion is we have
to help the troops now, and that is ex-
actly my view. Just think about what
the alternative is: no, we are not going
to help the troops now because we are
not sure where the money is going to
come from next year or 5 years from
now or the next 10 years. In the mean-
time, while we are not sure about all of
that, we are going to continue to let
class A mishaps grow. What that
means is more people stand in danger
of losing their lives, but we are going
to go ahead and allow that to happen
because we don’t know where the
money is going to come from or we ob-
ject to this provision, et cetera.

It is absolutely true. My view is to
help the troops now because now is the
time that they are cannibalizing the
aircraft, not getting the minimum
number of training hours, seeing class
A mishaps go up, have only nine B-1s
that are available to fly. The statistics
go on and on.

Mr. Chair, the other point I would
make is that readiness is not just a
question of funding the operation and
maintenance accounts. That is really
what I have thought most of the time
I have been here. What I have come to
understand, however, is that you can
cut end strength, you can cut the num-
ber of people in the military, down to
the point that you can never get ready.
I think that is part of what the Air
Force is facing now. They have cut the
number of people. We are 700 pilots
short, and we are 4,000 maintainers
short. It doesn’t matter how much
money you are putting toward them
when you have only so many mechan-
ics. The average experience of a me-
chanic in the military has dropped sig-
nificantly just in the last 2 years. Peo-
ple are part of fixing readiness, and
procurement is part of fixing readiness.

How many times do I have to explain
that you can’t fix a 1979 Black Hawk
helicopter?

You have to get a new one. You can’t
replace an early 1980s F/A-18 model.
There are no more parts for it. You
have to replace it with an F-35. That is
what we do in this bill.

Mr. Chair, I continue to be perplexed
at how the funding approach that was
good and passed by a Democratic ma-
jority in 2008, between Bush and
Obama, is somehow unacceptable be-
tween Obama and whoever is next.
None of us knows who is next. We don’t
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know who is going to be the next Presi-
dent. To fully fund the readiness re-
quirements for the whole year so as to
deal with those problems of mainte-
nance and training and people and pro-
curement, to fully fund those and then
have the new President take a fresh
look at the deployments, seems to
make sense. It sure made sense in 2008.
I think it makes sense in 2016 as well.

Mr. Chair, the Rules Committee
made in order 180 amendments for con-
sideration here on the floor. I under-
stand not everybody’s amendment was
made in order, but it is a little hard for
me to understand how people could
complain about the process when 180
amendments were made in order, many
by Democrats, many by Republicans. I
realize not every amendment was made
in order, but, surely, a lot of topics
have been discussed.

Finally, Mr. Chair, I just have to
take a moment and read one of the
amendments that some Members have
complained about that was placed into
the bill in committee by Mr. RUSSELL
of Oklahoma.

It reads:

Any branch or agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment shall provide protections and ex-
emptions consistent with section 702(a) and
703(e)(2) of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and
section 103(d) of the Americans with Disabil-
ities Act.

That is it. It is one paragraph. That
is it. I don’t know who is opposed today
to the Civil Rights Act of 1964 or to the
Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990. That is the reason I just get this
feeling, personally, that there may be
those who are just looking for some ex-
cuse to vote against the bill. The price
of that is that readiness problems—
class A mishaps—will continue on the
trend they are on.

Absolutely. Help the troops now. I
can’t predict the future. I don’t know
who is going to be elected President. I
don’t know who is going to be elected
to Congress. I don’t know what the
budget will be in future times, but I
know what I can do now. I know what
I can do today. I can help the troops
now. You bet. Sign me up.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendments en bloc offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN-
BERRY).

The en bloc amendments were agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 119 OFFERED BY MS. BORDALLO

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 119 printed
in House Report 114-571.

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill, add the following:
TITLE LXXIII—GUAM WORLD WAR II
LOYALTY RECOGNITION ACT

SEC. 7301. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘“‘Guam

World War II Loyalty Recognition Act”.
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SEC. 7302. RECOGNITION OF THE SUFFERING
AND LOYALTY OF THE RESIDENTS
OF GUAM.

(a) RECOGNITION OF THE SUFFERING OF THE
RESIDENTS OF GUAM.—The United States rec-
ognizes that, as described by the Guam War
Claims Review Commission, the residents of
Guam, on account of their United States na-
tionality, suffered unspeakable harm as a re-
sult of the occupation of Guam by Imperial
Japanese military forces during World War
II, by being subjected to death, rape, severe
personal injury, personal injury, forced
labor, forced march, or internment.

(b) RECOGNITION OF THE LOYALTY OF THE
RESIDENTS OF GUAM.—The United States for-
ever will be grateful to the residents of
Guam for their steadfast loyalty to the
United States, as demonstrated by the
countless acts of courage they performed de-
spite the threat of death or great bodily
harm they faced at the hands of the Imperial
Japanese military forces that occupied
Guam during World War II.

SEC. 7303. GUAM WORLD WAR II CLAIMS FUND.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.—The Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall establish in the
Treasury of the United States a special fund
(in this title referred to as the ‘‘Claims
Fund”) for the payment of claims submitted
by compensable Guam victims and survivors
of compensable Guam decedents in accord-
ance with sections 7304 and 7305.

(b) COMPOSITION OF FUND.—The Claims
Fund established under subsection (a) shall
be composed of amounts deposited into the
Claims Fund under subsection (c) and any
other payments made available for the pay-
ment of claims under this title.

(¢) PAYMENT OF CERTAIN DUTIES, TAXES,
AND FEES COLLECTED FROM GUAM DEPOSITED
INTO FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section
30 of the Organic Act of Guam (48 U.S.C.
1421h), the excess of—

(A) any amount of duties, taxes, and fees
collected under such section after fiscal year
2014, over

(B) the amount of duties, taxes, and fees
collected under such section during fiscal
year 2014,

shall be deposited into the Claims Fund.

(2) APPLICATION.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply after the date for which the Secretary
of the Treasury determines that all pay-
ments required to be made under section 7304
have been made.

(d) LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS MADE FROM
FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—No payment may be made
in a fiscal year under section 7304 until funds
are deposited into the Claims Fund in such
fiscal year under subsection (c).

(2) AMOUNTS.—For each fiscal year in
which funds are deposited into the Claims
Fund under subsection (c), the total amount
of payments made in a fiscal year under sec-
tion 7304 may not exceed the amount of
funds available in the Claims Fund for such
fiscal year.

(e) DEDUCTIONS FROM FUND FOR ADMINIS-
TRATIVE EXPENSES.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall deduct from any amounts de-
posited into the Claims Fund an amount
equal to 5 percent of such amounts as reim-
bursement to the Federal Government for
expenses incurred by the Foreign Claims Set-
tlement Commission and by the Department
of the Treasury in the administration of this
title. The amounts so deducted shall be cov-
ered into the Treasury as miscellaneous re-
ceipts.

SEC. 7304. PAYMENTS FOR GUAM WORLD WAR II
CLAIMS.

(a) PAYMENTS FOR DEATH, PERSONAL IN-
JURY, FORCED LABOR, FORCED MARCH, AND IN-
TERNMENT.—After the Secretary of the
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Treasury receives the certification from the
Chairman of the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission as required under section
7305(b)(8), the Secretary of the Treasury
shall make payments, subject to the avail-
ably of appropriations, to compensable Guam
victims and survivors of a compensable
Guam decedents as follows:

(1) COMPENSABLE GUAM VICTIM.—Before
making any payments under paragraph (2),
the Secretary shall make payments to com-
pensable Guam victims as follows:

(A) In the case of a victim who has suffered
an injury described in subsection (c)(2)(A),
$15,000.

(B) In the case of a victim who is not de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), but who has suf-
fered an injury described in subsection
()(2)(B), $12,000.

(C) In the case of a victim who is not de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) or (B), but who
has suffered an injury described in sub-
section (¢)(2)(C), $10,000.

(2) SURVIVORS OF COMPENSABLE GUAM DECE-
DENTS.—In the case of a compensable Guam
decedent, the Secretary shall pay $25,000 for
distribution to survivors of the decedent in
accordance with subsection (b). The Sec-
retary shall make payments under this para-
graph only after all payments are made
under paragraph (1).

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF SURVIVOR PAYMENTS.—
A payment made under subsection (a)(2) to
the survivors of a compensable Guam dece-
dent shall be distributed as follows:

(1) In the case of a decedent whose spouse
is living as of the date of the enactment of
this Act, but who had no living children as of
such date, the payment shall be made to
such spouse.

(2) In the case of a decedent whose spouse
is living as of the date of the enactment of
this Act and who had one or more living chil-
dren as of such date, 50 percent of the pay-
ment shall be made to the spouse and 50 per-
cent shall be made to such children, to be di-
vided among such children to the greatest
extent possible into equal shares.

(3) In the case of a decedent whose spouse
is not living as of the date of the enactment
of this Act and who had one or more living
children as of such date, the payment shall
be made to such children, to be divided
among such children to the greatest extent
possible into equal shares.

(4) In the case of a decedent whose spouse
is not living as of the date of the enactment
of this Act and who had no living children as
of such date, but who—

(A) had a parent who is living as of such
date, the payment shall be made to the par-
ent; or

(B) had two parents who are living as of
such date, the payment shall be divided
equally between the parents.

(5) In the case of a decedent whose spouse
is not living as of the date of the enactment
of this Act, who had no living children as of
such date, and who had no parents who are
living as of such date, no payment shall be
made.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this title:

(1) COMPENSABLE GUAM DECEDENT.—The
term ‘‘compensable Guam decedent’” means
an individual determined under section 7305
to have been a resident of Guam who died as
a result of the attack and occupation of
Guam by Imperial Japanese military forces
during World War II, or incident to the lib-
eration of Guam by United States military
forces, and whose death would have been
compensable under the Guam Meritorious
Claims Act of 1945 (Public Law 79-224) if a
timely claim had been filed under the terms
of such Act.

(2) COMPENSABLE GUAM VICTIM.—The term
‘“‘compensable Guam victim’ means an indi-
vidual who is not deceased as of the date of



H2786

the enactment of this Act and who is deter-
mined under section 7305 to have suffered, as
a result of the attack and occupation of
Guam by Imperial Japanese military forces
during World War II, or incident to the lib-
eration of Guam by United States military
forces, any of the following:

(A) Rape or severe personal injury (such as
loss of a limb, dismemberment, or paralysis).

(B) Forced labor or a personal injury not
under subparagraph (A) (such as disfigure-
ment, scarring, or burns).

(C) Forced march, internment, or hiding to
evade internment.

(3) DEFINITIONS OF SEVERE PERSONAL INJU-
RIES AND PERSONAL INJURIES.—Not later than
180 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission shall promulgate regulations to
specify the injuries that constitute a severe
personal injury or a personal injury for pur-
poses of subparagraphs (A) and (B), respec-
tively, of paragraph (2).

SEC. 7305. ADJUDICATION.

(a) AUTHORITY OF FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLE-
MENT COMMISSION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Foreign Claims Set-
tlement Commission shall adjudicate claims
and determine the eligibility of individuals
for payments under section 7304.

(2) RULES AND REGULATIONS.—Not later
than 180 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Chairman of the Foreign
Claims Settlement Commission shall publish
in the Federal Register such rules and regu-
lations as may be necessary to enable the
Commission to carry out the functions of the
Commission under this title.

(b) CLAIMS SUBMITTED FOR PAYMENTS.—

(1) SUBMITTAL OF CLAIM.—For purposes of
subsection (a)(1) and subject to paragraph
(2), the Foreign Claims Settlement Commis-
sion may not determine an individual is eli-
gible for a payment under section 7304 unless
the individual submits to the Commission a
claim in such manner and form and con-
taining such information as the Commission
specifies.

(2) FILING PERIOD FOR CLAIMS AND NOTICE.—

(A) FILING PERIOD.—An individual filing a
claim for a payment under section 7304 shall
file such claim not later than one year after
the date on which the Foreign Claims Settle-
ment Commission publishes the notice de-
scribed in subparagraph (B).

(B) NOTICE OF FILING PERIOD.—Not later
than 180 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission shall publish a notice of the
deadline for filing a claim described in sub-
paragraph (A)—

(i) in the Federal Register; and

(ii) in newspaper, radio, and television
media in Guam.

(3) ADJUDICATORY DECISIONS.—The decision
of the Foreign Claims Settlement Commis-
sion on each claim filed under this title
shall—

(A) be by majority vote;

(B) be in writing;

(C) state the reasons for the approval or
denial of the claim; and

(D) if approved, state the amount of the
payment awarded and the distribution, if
any, to be made of the payment.

(4) DEDUCTIONS IN PAYMENT.—The Foreign
Claims Settlement Commission shall deduct,
from a payment made to a compensable
Guam victim or survivors of a compensable
Guam decedent under this section, amounts
paid to such victim or survivors under the
Guam Meritorious Claims Act of 1945 (Public
Law 79-224) before the date of the enactment
of this Act.

(5) INTEREST.—No interest shall be paid on
payments made by the Foreign Claims Set-
tlement Commission under section 7304.
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(6) LIMITED COMPENSATION FOR PROVISION OF
REPRESENTATIONAL SERVICES.—

(A) LIMIT ON COMPENSATION.—ANy agree-
ment under which an individual who pro-
vided representational services to an indi-
vidual who filed a claim for a payment under
this title that provides for compensation to
the individual who provided such services in
an amount that is more than one percent of
the total amount of such payment shall be
unlawful and void.

(B) PENALTIES.—Whoever demands or re-
ceives any compensation in excess of the
amount allowed under subparagraph (A)
shall be fined not more than $5,000 or impris-
oned not more than one year, or both.

(7) APPEALS AND FINALITY.—Objections and
appeals of decisions of the Foreign Claims
Settlement Commission shall be to the Com-
mission, and upon rehearing, the decision in
each claim shall be final, and not subject to
further review by any court or agency.

(8) CERTIFICATIONS FOR PAYMENT.—After a
decision approving a claim becomes final,
the Chairman of the Foreign Claims Settle-
ment Commission shall certify such decision
to the Secretary of the Treasury for author-
ization of a payment under section 7304.

(9) TREATMENT OF AFFIDAVITS.—For pur-
poses of section 7304 and subject to para-
graph (2), the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission shall treat a claim that is ac-
companied by an affidavit of an individual
that attests to all of the material facts re-
quired for establishing the eligibility of such
individual for payment under such section as
establishing a prima facie case of the eligi-
bility of the individual for such payment
without the need for further documentation,
except as the Commission may otherwise re-
quire. Such material facts shall include, with
respect to a claim for a payment made under
section 7304(a), a detailed description of the
injury or other circumstance supporting the
claim involved, including the level of pay-
ment sought.

(10) RELEASE OF RELATED CLAIMS.—Accept-
ance of a payment under section 7304 by an
individual for a claim related to a compen-
sable Guam decedent or a compensable
Guam victim shall be in full satisfaction of
all claims related to such decedent or vic-
tim, respectively, arising under the Guam
Meritorious Claims Act of 1945 (Public Law
79-224), the implementing regulations issued
by the United States Navy pursuant to such
Act (Public Law 79-224), or this title.

SEC. 7306. GRANTS PROGRAM TO MEMORIALIZE
THE OCCUPATION OF GUAM DURING
WORLD WAR II.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Subject to subsection
(b), the Secretary of the Interior shall estab-
lish a grant program under which the Sec-
retary shall award grants for research, edu-
cational, and media activities for purposes of
appropriately illuminating and interpreting
the causes and circumstances of the occupa-
tion of Guam during World War II and other
similar occupations during the war that—

(1) memorialize the events surrounding
such occupation; or

(2) honor the loyalty of the people of Guam
during such occupation.

(b) ELIGIBILITY.—The Secretary of the Inte-
rior may not award a grant under subsection
(a) unless the person seeking the grant sub-
mits an application to the Secretary for such
grant, in such time, manner, and form and
containing such information as the Sec-
retary specifies.

SEC. 7307. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) GUAM WORLD WAR II CLAIMS PAYMENTS
AND ADJUDICATION.—For the purposes of car-
rying out sections 7304 and 7305, there is au-
thorized to be appropriated for any fiscal
year beginning after the date of enactment
of this act, an amount equal to the amount
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deposited into the Claims Fund in a fiscal
year under section 7303. Not more than 5 per-
cent of funds make available under this sub-
section shall be used for adm